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London Plan EiP  
Matters 69 
Cory written submission 
 

Would Policies SI8 and SI9 provide a justified and effective approach to providing for 

London’s waste and promoting net waste self-sufficiency? In particular: 

a) Is the target of net self-sufficiency by 2026 as set out in Policy SI8A1 realistic? What 

is the justification for excluding excavation waste within the net self-sufficiency 

target? In light of this would it be justified?  

Cory supports the drive to ensure that London takes greater responsibility for managing its own 

waste, recognising that some wastes will continue to move both into, and out of, London to find the 

most efficient and economically viable option available.  Aiming to achieve net self-sufficiency 

allows for the movement of waste out of London where this is the case and a corresponding 

amount of waste moving into London. 

Table 9.3 appears to contradict this concept, showing the target for export of waste to be zero by 

2026.  We recommend that the title of table 9.3 be amended to refer to “net exports” rather than 

simply “exports”.  

Nevertheless, we consider that a target of net self-sufficiency by 2026 is not realistic under the 

current policy framework presented within the draft London Plan, particularly through its lack of 

provision for new residual waste treatment capacity.  

National planning policy guidance is clear that development plans such as the London Plan should 

remain technology neutral.  The current wording of policy SI8 C(3) is explicitly biased toward 

anaerobic digestion and fails to consider that conventional EfW, alongside other technologies, is a 

key element of the Circular Economy, contributing towards renewable energy generation.   

We recommend the wording of policy SI8C(3) should be amended to delete reference to 

organic/biomass waste: 

“contribute towards renewable energy generation, especially renewable gas technologies from 

organic/biomass waste” 

In our response to policy SI7, Cory has set out why we believe the London Plan underestimates 

the required waste management capacity for energy recovery.  Unless the Plan actively delivers 

additional EfW capacity within London to meet its real future needs, then it will fail to meet the net 

self-sufficiency target.  The production of RDF/SRF in London is likely to continue to be destined 

for export with the benefits of energy and materials recovery realised elsewhere.  This directly 

contradicts the stated aim of policy SI8 (i.e. net self-sufficiency).  Paragraph 9.8.5 recognises this, 

by stating that the Plan could “possibly” reduce the leakage of SRF and RDF overseas. 

Paragraphs 9.8.4 and 9.8.5 imply that the production of RDF/SRF contributes to net self-

sufficiency for London.   It will do, but the advantages of using that RDF/SRF within London (or at 

least Great Britain) should also be recognised.  Continuing the export of RDF/SRF to mainland 
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Europe means that London misses out on the benefits of a renewable/low carbon fuel for its 

energy demands.    

We recommend that the following text is amended from paragraph 9.8.5: 

“Supporting the production of SRF and high quality RDF feedstock will may promote local energy 

generation and benefit Londoners, improving London’s energy security, helping to achieve regional 

self-sufficiency and possibly reducing leakage of SRF and RDF overseas.” 

The Plan should commit to the delivery of additional waste management capacity (including 

residual waste treatment capacity) to address the likely shortfall.  In order to facilitate the 

development of needed waste management infrastructure, we recommend the following additions 

to policy SI8A (in bold italics): 

“1) the equivalent of 100 per cent of London’s waste should be managed within London (i.e. net 

self-sufficiency) by 2026, through the delivery of additional recycling and residual waste 

treatment capacity”  

“4) new waste management sites should be provided where required to help address London's 

waste recycling and residual waste treatment capacity shortfall”  

 

b) Are the Borough forecast arisings of household and commercial and industrial waste 

as set out in table 9.1 based on robust evidence? What waste streams are excluded 

and what is the justification for excluding them? In light of this are they realistic and 

justified?  

Cory has previously raised concerns regarding the waste arising data in Table 9.1, and sought to 

discuss these figures with the GLA, unfortunately with little meaningful engagement.  Cory 

continues to consider that Table 9.1 presents an underestimate of the total waste required to be 

managed by London over the plan period.  The evidence base is not robust in that it: 

• fails properly to consider future arisings, not least the base modelling considers only 

household waste, not total local authority collected waste (LACW) and the assumptions behind 

the applied growth rates are not justified;  

• fails to apply robust assumptions to waste growth forecasts, particularly in assuming a 5% 

reduction in both household and C&I arisings over the plan period which, as confirmed at the 

Waste Technical Seminar (7 November 2018), is really an aspiration rather than a credible 

target based on evidence; and  

• is reliant on overly ambitious recycling targets, not least as demonstrated by reference to the 

evidence base to the LES, which concludes (Appendix 2, page 112) that the highest 

performing combination scenario of recycling options considered within London would achieve 

a 42% household recycling rate, with the second best performing combination achieving a 
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40% recycling rate, whilst Figure 7.9 (reproduced below) shows a 7.9% gap in meeting the 

target.  

 

London’s estimated waste arisings are limited to household and commercial and industrial (C&I) 

wastes only (and at the exclusion of all other waste streams). The data in Table 9.1 is therefore 

based on a small fraction of the total wastes arisings that will be produced by London over the plan 

period. From a waste planning perspective, this in turn underestimates the amount of land, 

premises and capacity needed to be made available by London’s Boroughs to support policy 

E4(A)(3) (provision for secondary materials and waste management). 

National Planning Practice Guidance is quite clear and lists the wastes that should be considered 

and planned for within local plans.  We note that construction and demolition, low level radioactive, 

hazardous and agricultural wastes and wastewater are among notable omissions from the data 

presented in Table 9.1 (and the corresponding apportionments in Table 9.2). 

Reproduction of Figure 69 from the London Environment Strategy, Appendix 2 

 

 

Table 9.1 fails to account for London’s total waste arisings, and we therefore recommend that a 

new and updated waste arisings review should be undertaken, which utilises the most recent 

planning guidance on waste, is fully transparent over all data input assumptions used and makes 

use of the most up to date data available.  Furthermore, we believe it would also be prudent to 
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factor in ‘contingency planning’ within the predicted waste arisings.  This would not only help 

ensure sufficient waste management capacity is maintained during periods of plant down-time or 

maintenance, but would also help “future proof” the Borough level apportionments should waste 

arisings turn out higher than predicted by the London Plan, which we consider highly likely.  

We recommend inserting an additional point into policy SI8B:  

“4) identify additional land for waste treatment facilities and which enables contingency to 

be factored into the stated apportionment figures”  

 

c) Is the apportionment of waste to be managed in Boroughs, as set out in table 9.2, 

justified? What waste streams are excluded from the apportionments and what are 

the provisions to deal with those waste streams? As some waste streams are not 

included would the apportionments be effective in ensuring that the waste targets in 

Policies SI7 and SI8, the Borough apportionments in table 9.2 and the aspirations for 

net self-sufficiency and shifting towards a low carbon circular economy would be 

met?  

As noted above, waste arisings forecasts are based on incomplete data and are an underestimate 

of London’s total waste arisings. The same data is used in Table 9.2 to calculate Borough-level 

apportionments which therefore replicates the same error, and risk, that the Plan’s waste 

management targets will not be met.  

The waste management infrastructure requirements for London and at the individual Borough level 

are likely to have been significantly underestimated if apportionment figures do not take full 

account of all the waste streams which make up London’s total waste arisings.  

Paragraph 9.8.9 notes the need for a reduction in exports in order to achieve net self-sufficiency.  

Cory has consistently identified that additional waste management capacity is required within 

London, for both recycling and treatment of residual waste, in order for the Mayor to meet net self-

sufficiency targets. 

 

d) Would they provide an effective framework for development management? In 

particular, would the criteria in Policy SI8C accord with national policy? Would 

Policy SI8D provide an effective and justified framework for the evaluation of 

proposals for new waste sites or to increase capacity of existing waste sites?  

SI8 C 

National Planning Policy for Waste (section 4) is quite clear: local development plans should 

remain technology neutral. Within plan policy SI8C3, there is currently a strong bias towards 

anaerobic digestion, and against other energy recovery technologies.  There is a range of energy 

from waste technology capable of generating renewable and low carbon energy, which should also 

be explicitly recognised.  The Plan also removes flexibility to respond to future technological 

developments. 
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We recommend the wording of policy SI8C(3) should be amended to delete reference to 

organic/biomass waste: 

“contribute towards renewable energy generation, especially renewable gas technologies from 

organic/biomass waste” 

SI8D  

The specified criteria aim to guide the determination of waste management development 

proposals, and would benefit from the inclusion of a more positive position allowing for 

consideration of a new development proposal’s contribution to London’s circular economy 

objectives.  

We share the Mayor’s ambition to maximise the efficiency of energy generation, but the carbon 

intensity floor discriminates against meritorious energy from waste facilities where a local heat off-

take market does not exist.  A facility operating in electricity-only mode (with the option of exporting 

heat when required) is not necessarily inefficient and in cases where the utilisation of heat is not 

possible then maximising power production offers a low carbon, decentralised source of energy 

and is entirely consistent with policy elsewhere (GG6; SI7A; and 9.7.3).  

Rather than seeking to place obstacles we would prefer that the Plan delivers the positive and 

enabling framework needed to allow energy from waste facilities to be co-located with other land 

uses and which maximises the opportunity for heat off-take.  

We recommend additional text to paragraph 9.8.12 to promote land use planning to maximise 

opportunities for heat off-take: 

“Borough Local Plans should include policy to promote co-location of energy from waste 

plants with developments which are able to use the heat produced by the waste facility.” 

 

e) Would they be effective in safeguarding existing waste sites particularly in relation to 

Policy SI9C?  

Cory supports the approach to safeguarding existing waste sites in Policy SI9.  In recognising the 

importance of existing waste infrastructure, this policy is consistent with national waste planning 

policy.  However, policy SI9 could be further improved with the wording of section 9.8.17 (agent of 

change) inserted into policy SI9 as follows:  

“Following the Agent of Change principle, developments adjacent to waste management 

sites should be designed to minimise the potential for disturbance and conflicts of use.”  

While section 9.9.1 identifies that London has approximately 500 waste sites, it should be noted 

that the number of operational sites capable of contributing towards apportionment and recycling 

targets is much smaller than this headline figure. Within the total, there are likely to be small sites 

operating under waste exemptions and non-operational sites which are not licensed to accept 

wastes (sites with planning permission but no environmental permit in place).  This figure should 

not be used to imply a quantum of operational capacity. 

We urge caution in placing undue emphasis on increases in capacity at existing waste sites as a 

means of justifying the release of wastes sites without compensating for that loss elsewhere in 
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London. Given the pressure from residential development which the policy seeks to resist, the 

general trend is one of existing waste sites being placed under increasing restrictions rather than 

able to expand.  
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