
Waste and the Circular Economy 
Policies SI8 and SI9 (Matter 69) 

Written submission of the Environmental Services Association (Reference ID 1154)  

The Environmental Services Association (ESA) is the trade association which represents the UK’s waste 
management and secondary resources industry. ESA’s members provide a wide range of essential 
resource management services to the public and private sector.  

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?  

ESA supports the intention to ensure that London takes greater responsibility for managing its own 
waste, however, the drive for 100% net self sufficiency is arguably not practicable, while provision in 
the Plan towards this 2026 target is disjointed and rather muddled.  

Quite simply, the Plan should allow for waste to be managed in the most efficient and economically 
viable means possible and in many instances the most sustainable means (and location) to manage 
London’s waste may well be outside its boundaries. A number of factors are at play here, not least 
space constraints and land values in London itself. 

Reference to ‘net’ self sufficiency implies an acceptance that there will be an element of cross-
boundary movement of waste, which in turn is supported by section 9.8.3 (which acknowledges that 
waste flows across boundaries). The approach set out in table 9.3 is therefore all the more curious, 
with a stated target for London’s exported waste to reduce to zero by 2026. This is somewhat 
inconsistent with other policy elsewhere in SI8 and the meaning of net self sufficiency itself.  

Section 9.8.4 sets out the circumstances in which waste is deemed to be managed in London, which 
includes the production of solid recoverable fuel (SRF) and refuse derived fuel (RDF). ESA of course 
recognises the valuable role that RDF and SRF production has to play in helping drive waste up the 
hierarchy and reducing London’s reliance on landfill. However, it is misleading to infer that SRF and 
RDF can contribute to London’s waste management and net self-sufficiency target. The production of 
SRF and RDF is an intermediary process that provides a fuel for energy recovery infrastructure in 
London (or elsewhere).  

If, notwithstanding these concerns, the Mayor were to proceed with zero exports by 2026 then the 
Plan should commit to the delivery of additional waste management capacity (including residual waste 
treatment capacity) to address the likely shortfall. This would likely necessitate a review of the Plan’s 
current stance on EfW (section 9.3.7A) to one which adopts a more positive and enabling approach 
towards this technology, recognising its pivotal waste management role and its capacity to generate 
low carbon energy. 

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?  

ESA continues to express significant concern over the waste arising data expressed in table 9.1, which 
we consider an underestimate of the total waste required to be managed by London over the plan 
period.  



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; and 
hazardous wastes are among notable omissions from the data presented in Table 9.1 (and the 
corresponding apportionments in table 9.2). 

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 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.  

The justification for excluding construction and demolition (C&D) appears weak and unfounded (9.7.4 
suggests that the C&D waste stream does not normally make its way into licensed waste facilities for 
sorting and recycling). We therefore see no justification for ‘cherry picking’ some waste streams over 
others and for excluding complete consideration of the full range of waste types listed in national 
guidance.  

ESA understands that while C&I waste arisings are in fact reported to have reduced by 1-2% in recent 
years, a 5% (per capita) reduction has nonetheless been selected and incorporated into the waste 
forecasts to reflect the Mayor’s commitment to a waste minimisation programme.  

The approach to C&I waste arisings is therefore rather curious, further pointing to a likely 
underestimate of total waste needing to be managed by the Plan. There is little in the accompanying 
technical report to support the assumption of a 5% reduction and with little detail offered in the Plan 
on how this reduction would be achieved.  

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, we suspect that 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. We suggest that rather than simply further increase 
apportionment targets, there should firstly be a review of the apportionment methodology, progress 
against existing targets and practical challenges experienced by Boroughs in meeting this.  

The points raised in response to question b (above) are just as relevant in response to question c. 
Quite simply, 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.  

National planning policy guidance lists the wastes that waste planning authorities should plan for, and 
with the following excluded from the apportionments: construction and demolition; low level 
radioactive; agriculture; hazardous; and waste water. As above, 9.7.4 incorrectly implies that most 
C&D wastes will be managed on site of production and need not be a consideration of London’s waste 
capacity planning requirements or apportionment. 9.8.15 acknowledges a need to manage London’s 
324kt of hazardous waste, and which would largely be diverted to regional facilities for treatment. We 
suspect those ‘regional facilities’ would likely be outside London, which casts further doubt on the 
zero export target by 2026 (table 9.3)  

 

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?  

 

SI8C 

National Planning Policy for Waste (section 4) is quite clear: in encouraging appropriate waste 
management development in the right place, development plans should remain technology neutral. 
Within plan policy SI8 C3, the Mayor clearly states a preference for the type of waste management 
facilities which should be brought forward to help contribute towards renewable energy generation, 
and the Plan is therefore inconsistent with national policy. 

ESA therefore recommends the deletion of existing policy C3, and replaced with the following: 

utilise waste as a resource to generate renewable, baseload energy through a range of appropriate 
energy from waste technologies  

The policy currently contains a strong bias towards anaerobic digestion when in fact there is range of 
energy from waste technology capable of generating renewable and low carbon energy.   

SI8D  

The specified criteria aims 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 landuses 
and which maximises the opportunity for heat off-take.  

 



e) Would they be effective in safeguarding existing waste sites particularly in relation to 
Policy SI9C?  

Overall, ESA supports the approach to safeguarding existing waste sites in Policy SI9. In recognising the 
importance of existing waste infrastructure this policy is therefore 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 as a new policy SI9(A) 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.  

Existing Policy SI9(A) (and SI8A(2)) would benefit from minor revision to clarify that sites should be 
safeguarded unless already compromised by encroachment of housing or other sensitive receptors, as 
follows:  

Existing waste sites should be safeguarded and retained in waste management use unless a site is 
already compromised through previous encroachment by sensitive receptors. 

Boroughs might otherwise be challenged by the strict confines of current policy SI9A to release a 
waste site that has been rendered inefficient by encroachment. Greater flexibility is therefore needed 
in the Plan to ensure that this policy meets the needs of both Boroughs and waste operators 

Pressure on Boroughs to deliver new housing is placing demand on any available space within local 
plan areas and increasingly bringing new housing development within closer proximity to existing 
waste and recycling sites. New housing development should not result in the closure, or operational 
restrictions being imposed on existing waste management sites by virtue of the proximity of these 
new developments (as sensitive receptors). To help mitigate the potential for noise or nuisance from 
existing nearby waste management development, housing developers and planning authorities should 
seek to incorporate the principles of good design into proposed housing projects, supported where 
necessary by relevant planning conditions.  

However, where already compromised by (residential) encroachment, waste sites could be released in 
circumstances where such encroachment had detrimentally affected the continued viability of such 
sites, inhibiting their ability to operate at optimum efficiency or allowing for investment in future 
expansion. Under these circumstances it must firstly be demonstrated that releasing such sites would 
have no detrimental loss to overall capacity and capability for waste management and recycling in 
London. However, ESA Members have experience of the practical challenges of relocating a waste site 
from one Borough to the next and we suggest that the Plan would benefit from greater direction in 
this regard.  

For those sites that are viable for long term waste management and recycling use of those sites should 
be protected under planning policy to prevent encroachment and restriction from non-compatible 
uses (such as housing). This should help ensure that waste management facilities remain viable to 
manage and recycle London's waste throughout the plan period with no detrimental impact on 
capacity or operating hours. 

While section 9.9.1 notes 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 this 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).  



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 London. Given 
the constraints identified above (residential encroachment) the general trend is one of existing waste 
sites being placed under increasing restrictions rather than able to expand.  


