
Response of the London Borough of Brent to Matter 69  
(944 words including questions text.) 

 
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?  

 

No comment. 

 

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?  

 

The Council does not consider that Table 9.1 is based on robust evidence.  It has been 

derived using results from the 2009 Defra Survey which was withdrawn by Defra in 2015. 
The methodology set out in the Defra Report “New Methodology to Estimate Waste 
Generation by the Commercial and Industrial Sector in England” published in August 

2014 is now used by most waste planning authorities.  Using the old survey most likely 
overestimates the amount of commercial and industrial arisings.   This will mean the 

need to identify more land than is reasonably required to meet waste needs. 

 

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 Council does not consider that the apportionment of waste to Brent has been 
sufficiently justified.  It welcomes the opportunity that there was to send in comments on 

a review of the criteria to apportion waste to London Boroughs.  Nevertheless, 
subsequently there was however no discussion on the preferred method adopted after 
that consultation, for example on the weighting of criteria, or model runs to show the 

impacts on apportionments of different options.  In the case of Brent these weightings of 
criteria take into account and are influenced by the extent of Strategic Industrial Land 

within Park Royal.   

 

The majority of Park Royal within Brent borough falls within the local planning authority 
boundary of the Old Oak and Park Royal Development Corporation (OPDC).  This land is 

of a significant size (143 hectares – representing 34% of designated industrial land 
within the Brent borough boundary).  The characteristics of this Park Royal area (size, 

existence of facilities, access to canal and rail freight potential, etc.) also increase Brent’s 
rating, but these characteristics are not consistent with the quality of waste opportunity 
elsewhere in Brent on designated employment sites.  This therefore disproportionately 

increases Brent’s apportionment, whilst no specific target is placed on the OPDC area.  
This is inconsistent with other areas of the draft London Plan where the OPDC has 

specific targets set for it. 

 



In respect of a lack of apportionment to OPDC, there is a significant risk placed on Brent 

and potentially other London boroughs to make up any potential shortfall of provision.  
There is simply not enough strength in the London Plan waste policy by the reference to 

MDCs in paragraph 9.8.7 to provide certainty that effective co-operation/ delivery of 
additional waste facilities capacity within Park Royal from the OPDC area will occur.  The 
need to meet high levels of housing and jobs targets specifically set out in the London 

Plan for these areas will override any ‘discretionary’ waste elements if there are difficult 
choices required around prioritisation.  This is despite the area having some of the best 

characteristics for the accommodation of waste uses when viewed against the criteria 
which informed the apportionment. 

 

Whilst it would also apply to OPDC’s area, a significant element which the apportionment 

weighting has not considered is the ‘provide capacity’ status of Brent in relation to 
employment land.  Much waste handling due to operational requirements and seeking to 

reduce overheads has an emphasis on a large proportion of sites being open storage/ 
sorting areas.  New waste facilities will almost certainly be within designated employment 
areas, quite often with existing buildings on them.  Notwithstanding the pressure that 

there will be in relation to challenging availability of sites (if the GLA employment 
evidence base is regarded as sound), to be compliant with draft London Plan Policy E4, 

Brent will also have to compensate for any loss of existing industrial floorspace on any 
new waste site, by ensuring floorspace intensification elsewhere.  The alternative would 
be to intensify on site whilst creating room for waste facilities, which will push up waste 

development costs significantly given that the unviability of a pure multi-storey 
employment use in Brent currently.  This again impacts on both the robustness of the 

assumptions that underpin the employment and waste policies in relation to Brent.  
There would be greater merit in placing greater emphasis on apportionment in the 
‘maintain’, or ‘limited release’ areas of London where greater opportunities exist to 

access land/ not create additional costs. 

 

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?  

 
No comment. 

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

No comment. 


