
Matter number: 69          Environment Agency          Respondent number: 2585 
  
 
  
  
Contact: Stephen Walker, London Area 
Email: steve.walker@environment-
agency.gov.uk,  
Tel: 07557 205536  
 

 
 
 
Matter 69: Waste – self sufficiency 
 
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?  
 
Our March 2018 response to the draft Plan refers. We welcome the 
continuation of the current London Plan’s general principle, to aim for net 
waste self-sufficiency for waste where practical. However, in our view, the 
ambition for self-sufficiency by 2026 is very challenging. These challenges 
arise from the difficulties in creating new waste capacity in London, due to 
planning constraints, the availability of suitable sites, and challenging 
economic conditions. 
 
The GLA’s modelling for the Further Alterations to the London Plan 2015, 
indicated that there was a treatment gap of around 1.8 million tonnes, to 
enable achievement of net-self-sufficiency in waste by 2026, and 4.1 million 
tonnes at the end of the Plan period, 2041. Some industry commentators, 
including the Environmental Services Association (reported in journals such 
as the Chartered Institution for Waste Management Journal, December 2017), 
estimate this figure to be higher at the end of the Plan period.  
 
Consequently, meeting the 2026 target will require the delivery of a significant 
programme of targeted new and improved waste facilities. This is unlikely 
without a major, detailed, and funded implementation programme or action 
plan. Such a plan would set out how to deliver a substantial increase in 
recycling capacity in London, and a significant decrease in per capita waste 
generation. This is not outlined as in prospect in the draft Plan and there is 
little evidence from trends in the waste management industry in recent years, 
(which has struggled to deliver new materials recycling capacity in London), 
that this can be achieved in time to meet the 2026 target date.  
 
We welcome the additional text to paragraph 9.8.1, in the Mayor’s Minor 
Suggested Changes (August 2018) to the draft Plan, in regards to excluding 
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excavated waste. The revisions accurately reflect the discussions we have 
been involved with between the GLA and the South East waste planning 
advisory groups, the London Waste Planning Forum, the South East Waste 
Planning Advisory Group and the East of England Regional Technical 
Advisory Board.  
 
The exclusion of excavated materials and the adoption of a separate 
approach for this waste stream, is justified due to factors including changes in 
regulation for this material and issues surrounding the management of large 
tonnages, produced by major tunnelling and major infrastructure projects. 
There are several projects currently built or planned, (as outlined in the Task 2 
report1 supporting the draft Plan) including Thames Tideway Tunnel, HS2, 
Crossrail 2, the Silvertown tunnel and others. 
 
The key feature of these major projects is that they will produce millions of 
tonnes of excavated materials, at the rate of several thousand tonnes per day 
operating on a 24/7 basis. This requires a bespoke approach to identifying 
sustainable transportation options, such as moving materials by rail or by 
barge, along the River Thames, to suitable receiving sites. There are limited 
options for these sites within the South East, particularly in London. 
 
In addition to this, the disposal of excavated material has been impacted by 
changes in its management, as a result of the Methley Quarry judgement2. In 
its ruling, the Court of Appeal held that the operation of using waste to re-
model landscaping, at Methley Quarry, was a recovery operation and not 
waste disposal.  
 
The effect of this judgment is that environmental permitting requirements for 
applying wastes to land for recovery, have been revised. There are major 
implications for what can be considered ‘recycled’ waste, with the result that it 
will be much more difficult to identify new sites suitable to take large scale 
deposit of excavated materials.  
 
Recent experience with projects such as Thames Tideway Tunnel, has shown 
that managing the quantity and types of materials produced is generally not 
feasible within London. The logistical difficulties necessitate a bespoke 
approach to be developed. This approach will involve the Mayor and other 
stakeholders including Transport for London, County Councils, private sector 
industry and, potentially, the Department for Transport. This is a policy area 
which the GLA is continuing to develop, in liaison with stakeholders including 
the Environment Agency. 
 
 

1 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/task_2_-_cdew_and_haz_waste_forecasts.pdf 
 
2 Tarmac Aggregates Ltd, R (on the application of) v The Secretary of State for Environment,   
  Food and Rural Affairs & Anor [2015] EWCA Civ 1149 
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 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?  
 
We have been working with the GLA for some time, sharing data and 
providing advice on this matter. We have also worked with the GLA on their 
data, along with the London Waste Planning Forum and other similar groups 
in the South East, since June 2017. 
 
We are aware of the GLA’s approach to data modelling, which is based upon 
per capita waste generation, broken down by sector and other demographic 
factors. Overall, the GLA’s figures are a close correlation for the results 
generated by alternative methods. These methods include using tonnage 
figures submitted by plant operators and an assessment of tonnages 
generated by exempt3 facilities, (based upon a methodology developed for 
Defra).  
 
The GLA’s evidence base for the Plan would benefit from updating, as much 
of the data is from 2015 and earlier. The figures for imports and exports of 
wastes have significantly changed in the last few years, particularly for 
construction, demolition and excavated materials (CDE). 
  
The main waste streams not considered in Table 9.1, are for construction, 
demolition and excavated (CDE) materials, and hazardous wastes. The 
intention behind Table 9.1 seems to be to inform the Borough’s 
apportionments at Table 9.2.This seems reasonable, since apportioning CDE 
and hazardous wastes to Boroughs in a similar way to that used for municipal 
wastes, would not be feasible. This is due to the limited options for disposal of 
hazardous wastes and for logistical reasons noted above in our response to 
Matter 69 a).  
 
 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?  
 
The underlying principle of the type of weighted matrix, employed by the GLA 
in calculating borough apportionments, is that various factors are weighted 
according to importance; i.e. contribution to the overall percentage of waste 

3 Some waste operations that are considered to be low risk are exempt from needing a permit 
and can operate under a type of waste registration called an ‘exemption’ instead. 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/register-your-waste-exemptions-environmental-permits 
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apportioned to each Borough. However, each of the 7 factors used has been 
given an equal weighting. We consider that variable weightings should be 
given for this type of analysis. 
 
The GLA’s methodology also excludes an important factor that was used to 
inform the current London Plan, which directed apportioned waste to 
Boroughs that had historically managed much of London’s waste. This 
change has had a marked effect on the overall distribution of apportioned 
waste tonnages across London.   
 
Some of the assumptions that underpin the factors of the GLA methodology 
are also debatable, such as the interpretation of ‘socio-economic factors’ 
under Criterion 7. This has been interpreted as apportioned tonnage having a 
negative impact on a community. Hence, the locations that have the lowest 
score tend to be those that already have a high waste treatment capacity.  
 
The effect of this is a tendency to overlook employment and other benefits of 
waste facilities and encourage waste capacity to be moved to boroughs that 
would not be suitable, (such as Richmond upon Thames) which have little in 
the way of suitable brownfield land. This interpretation seems to act in a way 
which is contradictory to the policies regarding waste capacity in Policies SI8c 
and SI8d, which encourage complementary capacity and the development of 
existing sites. 
 
The apportioned tonnages in Table 9.2 show a significant shift towards the 
outer London Boroughs. Many of these, (such as those in the West London 
Waste Authority Area Boroughs), have struggled to find suitable new sites for 
waste management capacity in recent years. It is unlikely therefore that the 
weighted matrix methodology, used to under-pin the draft Plan’s policies, will 
prove to be more effective in delivery, than the methodology used to support 
the current London Plan.  
 
Whilst we support Policy SI8’s aims suitable locations for the additional 
capacity required to meet London’s waste aspirations, are not being brought 
forward to a sufficient scale for waste management purposes. Moreover, 
many existing locations are coming under increasing pressures, including the 
closer proximity of housing developments. This can result in pressures on us 
as the regulator to reduce the scale of operations on site or to cease 
operations. 
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 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?  
 
Policy SI8c’s criteria are in general accordance with current thinking on waste 
management embedded in the new Resources and Waste Strategy for 
England (December 2018).This strategy aims to move to a more circular 
economy and includes the principle of  environmental net gain, a key objective 
in the government’s 25 Year Environment Plan (25YEP).  
 
We welcome the Mayor’s intention to publish further guidance on the use of 
Circular Economy statements for the construction phase of developments 
(paragraph 9.7.6).This would support the implementation of Policy SI8C.  
 
We also support the Mayor’s policy aspiration elsewhere in the draft Plan (e.g. 
Policy D12 – Agent of Change), to encourage high quality developments that 
encompass a range of environmental mitigations, as a fundamental aspect of 
their design. This would contribute to the evaluation of proposals under Policy 
SI8D. 
 
         e) Would they be effective in safeguarding existing waste sites 
particularly in relation to Policy SI9C?  
 
We welcome the approach to the safeguarding of waste sites as a whole, and 
the ‘no non-compensatory loss of capacity’ principle outlined in Policy SI9 C.  
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