
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

East of England LGA Written Statement 

Respondent no.1384.  
Matter 69 
Sustainable Infrastructure 
Waste and circular economy  

 

M69. Would Policy 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?  

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?  

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?  

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?  

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

SI9C? 

 
a) Table 2-1 of the SLR Task 3 Report shows that in 2015, 10,078,000 tonnes of waste were exported 

from London. 49% of this was sent to sites in the East of England. The table states that 3,630,000 
tonnes of waste were imported into London to be managed and this shows that the aspiration in 
policy S18A1 is far from being achieved and does not appear to be realistic. 
 
Further work will need to be carried out to identify sites for management of waste arising in 
London so that greater quantities can be managed within the Capital. This is very unlikely to be 
carried out through the “intensification” of the activity at existing sites and so additional sites will 
need to be identified within London. 

 
The reference to excavation waste was deleted as part of the “minor suggested change” published 
in August 2017. While it is acknowledged that this waste stream is difficult to measure and also 
difficult to handle within London, a policy is still required to address the management of this very 
significant waste stream. 
 



 

 

The fact that “some large construction projects including the Olympic Park” can achieve 85% – 95% 
recycling rates shows that this rate of recycling is possible. It is suggested that this should therefore 
be the target for all construction, demolition and excavation waste. 
The approach of using circular economy statements will support the achievement of this target. 
 
If waste cannot be managed within London, the Mayor will collaborate with Waste Planning 
Authorities/Waste Technical bodies in the Wider South East to identify capacity and sites outside 
London where excavation material can be disposed of. This capacity should be reviewed by the 
Mayor, so that a strategic view can be taken of the availability of such sites, rather than the current 
position whereby each developer assumes that each site is available for their own use, without 
taking account of the other projects being undertaken in and around London. 

 
The London Plan should contain a definition of what is meant by “managing waste” and make it 
clear that simply transferring material to another location is not management. The following 
definition is suggested: “Waste is considered to be managed in London if it is changed in nature or 
composition so that it meets the “end of waste” criteria” or is changed sufficiently to be used for a 
purpose of value or for the generation of energy.” 
 
The GLA have suggested some “Guidance” for the production of CE Statements, and it is proposed 
that key elements of this Guidance should be incorporated into the policy itself, in order to ensure 
that the policy if effective. 
 
Policy S18 should therefore include the following: 
 
 A Circular Economy Statement should detail types and quantities of excavation materials, 
(especially contaminated arisings) and measures to maximise: 
 
use of the materials on the site first; by e.g. surveying, balancing cut and fill, cleaning, backfilling, 
using as aggregate;  
 
use of the materials on other sites (the closer the better) second; by e.g. coordinating other 
projects’ schedules or organising storage of materials.   
 
Circular Economy Statements will be required for projects that are required to be referred to the 
GLA, and the GLA will work to ensure that they are also employed in other development including 
that dealt with by Boroughs and NSIPs. 
 
 Every effort should then be made to use the material in other innovate ways, at the highest value 
possible, in accordance with the waste hierarchy and without harmful impacts on the natural 
environment. Any remainder must only be sent outside London to facilities with proven capacity 
for the type and quantity of waste exported, taking into account other demands that are likely to 
be made on these sites from projects being delivered both inside and out of London. 
 
If waste cannot be managed within London, the Mayor will collaborate with Waste Planning 
Authorities/Waste Technical bodies in the Wider South East to identify capacity and sites outside 
London where excavation material can be disposed of. 
 
Technical implementation of this requirement and target should be in line with Section 5.XX of this 
guidance document. 
 
 The focus of this section should be uses of excavation waste on-site or off-site in local projects 
(considering landfill only as a last resort) and assurances the receiving authority has the capacity to 
deal with excavation waste to be exported outside London during the life of the development.  
 
 Topsoil must be given special attention due to its scarcity.  



 

 

 
 Performance must be quantified using the mandatory metrics:   
 

o Excavation waste expected during the construction phase (t) 

o Excavation waste to be reused, recycled and landfilled on site during the construction 

phase (%) 

o Excavation waste to be reused, recycled and landfilled off site within London during the 

construction phase (%) 

o Excavation waste to be reused, recycled and landfilled off site outside London during the 

construction phase (%) 

o Excavation waste expected during the use and end of life phases (t) 

o Excavation waste to be reused, recycled and landfilled on site during the use / end of life 

phases (%) 

o Excavation waste to be reused, recycled and landfilled off site within London during the use 

/ end of life phases (%) 

o Excavation waste to be reused, recycled and landfilled off site outside London during the 

use / end of life phases (%) 

 
The indicator of the level of net self-sufficiency has not been monitored in the past by the Mayor 
and will need to be incorporated into future monitoring reports in order for this target to be 
effective. 
The aspirations for self-sufficiency in Table 9.3 are welcomed, but there are no policies that would 
result in the management of an additional 1.725 million tonnes of household, commercial and 
industrial waste between the years 2015 and 2021. On the contrary, sites for the management of 
waste are being lost to residential and other types of development. An example of this is at Old Oak 
Common where the policy framework is relatively strong and there are several strategic waste 
management facilities located within the area. Notwithstanding this, one key facilities is relocating 
out of London and it is not clear how “intensification” at the remaining sites could make up for the 
loss in capacity. 

 
b) It is acknowledged that forecasting waste arisings is very difficult to achieve accurately. However, 

planners must use the available data and techniques to plan for the management of waste arising 

in their planning area, and the poor quality of the data for some waste streams does not meant 

that these waste streams will have no impact if they are not managed sustainably. 

While data for construction and demolition waste is not of high quality, the developers of many 

projects are producing data that is usable, in particular, the information gathered for the Thames 

Tideway Tunnel project identified how much excavation waste was likely to generated, together 

with a long-list of sites where it could be managed. Other NSIP projects have not carried out this 

work, despite it being required by the Waste Planning Authorities where the potential receiving 

sites are located. 

The policies that omit reference and targets for the management of excavation waste are not 

justified and should be amended as above. 

 

 

c) Apportionment of household waste to each borough is considered to be appropriate. It is also 

considered appropriate for boroughs to plan to manage the quantity of commercial and industrial 

waste arisings shown in their apportionment. This approach has not been applied to construction, 

demolition and excavation waste however. If this approach is considered inappropriate for this 

waste stream, a different approach should be used, rather than neglecting to plan for this waste 

stream altogether.  



 

 

The GLA, as the strategic planning authority for London, should undertake to study the arisings of 

this type of waste and identify options for it management in the most sustainable way, following 

the circular economy approach described in the London Plan.  

 

d) Policy S18C is in accord with the new Resources and Waste Strategy (2018) but the implementation 

of this policy is dependent on the retention of sites for industrial uses, which are being lost in 

London to higher value residential uses. Within the industrial use classes, there are no tools for 

Boroughs or the GLA to encourage the uses specified in the policy and the policy will therefore not 

be effective. 

 
e) The policy of adopting Waste Plans before considering the loss of waste sites is welcomed. However, 

many Boroughs do not have stand-along Waste Plans, or even any relevant policies in their Local 
Plan. The infrastructure for managing waste is many London Boroughs does not extend beyond some 
transfer capacity. 
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