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Our Ref: SUEZ.KF.LP.EIPM68.2019.1                                             28 February 2019 

 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

 

London Plan Examination in Public 
Written Statement – Matter 68 
Respondent Number 1318 
 

Please find below the written statement of SUEZ Recycling and Recovery UK Ltd (SUEZ), relating to Matter 

68 of the London Plan Examination in Public.  

 

About SUEZ 
 

Part of the global SUEZ group, we employ more than 5,000 people in the UK. Since 1988, we have been 

delivering innovative and environmentally responsible solutions to manage waste and water for our customers 

– households, local authorities, and industry and commerce. 

 

Our vision is a society where there is no more waste. We believe waste is a resource and our goal is to help 

create a circular economy in which nearly all waste materials are given a second life and reused, recycled or 

recovered for their energy content. 

 

We reduce the environmental impact of our customers’ waste and help them use resources more efficiently, 

as we invest heavily in new capacity and technologies. 

 

Over the course of a year, we handle over 10 million tonnes of waste in the UK. We make a significant and 

growing contribution to the circular economy and sustainability by recovering value from these waste materials. 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 
Would Policy SI7 provide a justified and effective approach to reducing waste and 
supporting the circular economy?  
 

SUEZ supports efforts to drive waste up the hierarchy and support a more circular economy. Our recent 

publication, ‘a vision for England’s long-term resources and waste strategy1’ (May 2008) highlights that a move 

towards circular economy outcomes can deliver up to £9 billion gross value added (GVA) uplift to the economy. 

Many of the changes required to delivery circular outcomes will require wider action at a National Level, as set 

out in the Waste and Resources Strategy. However, planning policy can play an important role in delivering 

and supporting the transition to a circular economy and it is important to contemplate how this can actually be 

achieved in a practical sense.  

 

At present it is unclear how some of the stated aims of policy SI7 can actually be achieved through the planning 

system, for example, how the Plan could benefit from some further explanation as to how London Boroughs 

can achieve items 1 and 2 through deliverable planning policies: 

 

1) promote a more circular economy that improves resource efficiency and innovation to keep products 

and materials at their highest use for as long as possible  

2) encourage waste minimisation and waste avoidance through the reuse of materials and using fewer 

resources in the production and distribution of products 

 

The London Plan has an important role to play in influencing the Development Plans adopted by the London 

Boroughs. There is an opportunity, therefore, for further guidance that sets out how the Boroughs can 

encourage and stimulate the circular economy through the delivery of planning policies which influence 

development, for example, ensuring that new developments make the best use of secondary/recovered 

materials in construction, wherever possible.  

 

Would it further the aims of Good Growth policies GG1-GG6? 
 

1 Available at: https://www.suez.co.uk/en-GB/News/List-of-publications 
 

                                                      

https://www.suez.co.uk/en-GB/News/List-of-publications


 
 
 
 
 

 

The context of the Good Growth policies is to ensure that London’s economic and population growth can be 

accommodated in a sustainable way and deliver environmental improvements. The recycling and resource 

management sector is key to the delivery of most of the good growth policies. It is infrastructure that is essential 

to support and service the delivery of new homes, industry, employment and construction, however, there is 

very little recognition of this within the Good Growth section of the London Plan.  

 

A move towards the circular economy is consistent with the sustainable growth objectives outlined and could 

deliver environmental and economic benefits as previously outlined, however, it is clear that London will be 

managing a range of development pressures. In order to manage the identified growth in a sustainable way, it 

is essential to ensure that the relevant recycling and resource management infrastructure can be delivered 

and that existing sites can continue to operate efficiently and effectively.  

 
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? 
 
The definition of circular economy is justified and SUEZ supports the principle that materials should, however, 

could be expanded to recognise that there is also a role to play in ensuring that value is recovered from the 

residual material that cannot be re-used or recycled or is not economically viable to do so (as referenced in 

paragraph 9.7.3).  

 

The definition of the circular economy and Policy SI7 cannot be read in isolation in relation to its effectiveness 

in reducing waste, increasing material re-use and recycling and reducing disposal.  There appears to be very 

little in policy SI7 that sets out how the overarching aims can and should be delivered and provide guidance 

to Boroughs. SUEZ would suggest that the policy is linked with others within the London Plan, or 

supplementary guidance in order to facilitate delivery. For example, as previously noted, a policy that 

encouraged the use of secondary/recovered materials would deliver circular economy outcomes, the 

production of a fuel or recovery of energy from residual materials that cannot be economically or practically 

recycled or recovered would also be a deliverable way of working towards circular economy outcomes and 

reduce disposal.  

 

SUEZ welcomes SI7 (5) that requires developments to be designed with adequate and easily accessible 

storage for collection of dry recyclables. We would welcome a recognition within this policy that over time, the 



 
 
 
 
 

 

range of materials collected at the kerbside may change, therefore, the spaces for storage and collection of 

materials should be flexible.   

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? 
 

SUEZ supports the ambition of the London Plan in working towards increased recycling and the transition to 

the circular economy, however, we would express caution that some of the targets may be difficult to achieve, 

and in that instance, there could be knock on effects relating to the lack of suitable infrastructure to deal with 

unexpected higher levels of residual materials.  

 

With regard to landfill, SUEZ re-iterate the comments made on the draft London Plan, that it is important to 

consider whether materials are technically and economically viable for recycling. In some circumstances, 

landfill is the most appropriate or only option for the disposal of materials.   

 

Achieving 65% recycling of municipal waste by 2030, five years in advance of the date set out within the Waste 

and Resources Strategy is clearly very ambitious. Objective 7.2 and the accompanying text within the London 

Environment Strategy set out that 33% of household waste was recycled in London in 2016/17 and that to hit 

the milestone would rely on an increase to 50% of household waste recycling by 2030 along with “significant 
increases recycling performance from businesses, from around 48 per cent today to a minimum of 75 
per cent by 2030”. 
 
Paragraph 9.7.3a within the London Plan states that ‘if’ London achieves the reduction and recycling targets, 

then there would be sufficient Energy from Waste (EfW) capacity to manage London’s non-recyclable 

municipal waste. However, if the targets are not achieved then there could potentially be a shortfall of capacity. 

Historically, landfill sites have been able to address ‘peaks and troughs’ in waste generation and lack of 

capacity by scaling up or down to reflect flows of waste. However, addressing shortfalls by the provision of 

alternative capacity cannot be easily or quickly achieved. Typically, an energy from waste facility takes 4-7 

years from planning to operation. Delivering less complex facilities can take up to 5 years in London, when 

factoring in availability / competition for land, the planning process and construction.  



 
 
 
 
 

 

 

It is also notable that Planning Practice Guidance for Waste states that Local plans should not generally 

prescribe waste management techniques or technologies that will be used to deal with specific waste streams 

in the area. The inclusion of references to Energy from Waste specifically is, therefore, potentially confusing. 

Furthermore, the recent Tolvik Consulting report ‘Residual Waste in London and the South East, Where is it 

going to go…?’ identifies that there is potentially a need for over 2 million tonnes of EfW capacity in London 

and the South East by 2025.  Need would be addressed at the time of any planning application for such a 

facility.  

 

This, therefore, places a greater requirement on monitoring of the London Plan targets. At present, the London 

Plan does not clearly state a figure for delivered and operational capacity in London and any capacity gap – 

this is passed down to the Boroughs as part of individual Development Plans. However, monitoring is essential 

in order to ensure that the targets are being achieved or for policy to be amended if necessary to reflect any 

issues with delivery.  

 

It would be useful to understand annual monitoring figures for the following metrics in order to assess the 

achievement of policies within the London Plan in order that needs can be suitably addressed and to provide 

certainty in plan making and to the market: 

 

• Arisings; 

• Operational capacity; 

• Imports and exports. 

 

Within SUEZ representations to the draft London Plan it was suggested that apportionment targets could be 

published in a ‘live table’ or similar, in order to facilitate the substitution of waste capacity between Boroughs 

and release existing constrained, but safeguarded waste management sites. Currently, Boroughs can be 

reluctant to release waste management sites where it impacts their own ability to achieve their apportionment, 

even when compensatory capacity is being provided elsewhere within London. SUEZ has experience of 

working within this policy area within recent years and this is explored further within our response to Matter 68. 

Ongoing monitoring could, therefore, have several benefits and, despite the GLA not strictly being a Local 

Planning Authority / Waste Planning Authority, would accord with the spirit of National Planning Policy for 

Waste, that sets out that Local Planning Authorities should monitor and report on their waste plans.  

 



 
 
 
 
 

 

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? 
 

SUEZ welcomes the principle of the circular economy statement in ensuring that referable developments 

consider the environmental impact of construction and development and the potential re-use of materials. The 

text could be enhanced by adding the requirement to demonstrate how secondary/recovered materials have 

been used in place of virgin materials.  

 

Clearly, these statements will develop over time, however, in the first instance it will be necessary to think 

about what stage of the planning process they would be considered. Some aspects of the statement will be 

better understood and addressed at different stages of the development - for example, when a contractor is 

appointed at post application stage, the final plans for demolition and remediation works will be better 

understood, along with the final location for waste to be handled.  This could be dependent on capacity and 

suitability at the time the work is to be carried out.  

 

Yours faithfully, 

 
Kris Furness 

Senior Planning Manager 

 

T: 0191 258 8264 

M: 07974 233 294  

E: kris.furness@suez.com 
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