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Would Policy SI8 and SI9 provide a justified and effective approach to providing for London’s 
waste and promoting net waste self-sufficiency?  
 

Policy SI8 

Lambeth supports the approach to waste apportionment in the Draft London Plan and supports the 

clarification in draft Policy SI8 that sufficient land to meet apportionment targets includes “sites 

and/or areas”.  Identification of ‘sites and/or areas’ is consistent with the approach set out in 

national planning policy for waste and in national planning practice guidance. 

However, as Lambeth noted in its representation on the Draft London Plan, draft Policy SI8 requires 

Local Plans to “allocate” land for waste (Policy SI8.B.2) in order to meet apportionments.  Allocating 

land for waste use means that land can only be developed for waste use.  This is not an effective 

approach where broader areas suitable for waste are being identified.  It is not desirable to allocate 

an entire industrial area for waste uses only: flexibility should be retained to allow the market to 

have access to a range of potentially suitable sites, and to allow other industrial uses to locate in 

industrial areas.  Otherwise there is a risk land will be blighted.  Wider industrial areas should 

therefore be ‘identified’ rather than ‘allocated’. 

Lambeth suggested changes in its original representation but these  have not been proposed in the 

minor suggested changes document.  We therefore repeat these here: 

Clause B.2) of Policy SI8 should be amended to “allocate identify sufficient land and identify waste 

management facilities to provide the capacity to manage the apportioned tonnages of waste...”.  

Similarly paragraph 9.8.6 in the supporting text should be amended to “[…]Part B.2 of Policy SI8 

Waste capacity and net waste self-sufficiency requires boroughs to allocate identify sufficient land 

(sites and/or areas) and identify waste management facilities to provide the capacity to manage 

their apportioned tonnages of waste…” and paragraph 9.8.7 to “[…] Boroughs should examine in 

detail how capacity can be delivered at the local level through site allocations in Development Plans 

to meet their apportionments […] Boroughs should identify suitable additional sites and/or areas for 

waste including waste transfer sites where practicable…” 

 

Policy SI9 

Lambeth supports the principle of safeguarding existing waste sites and the principle of providing 

compensatory provision elsewhere if a site is to be released for an alternative use, within the 

context of the overall waste apportionment approach.  Lambeth accepts it is responsible for meeting 

its own waste apportionment.  In Lambeth’s view, every borough should play its part in making 
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London self-sufficient in waste management and it is not appropriate for some areas or outer 

London to take an ‘unfair’ share of this burden. 

However, to be fully effective and deliverable, the policy approach in the London Plan has to take 

account of the commercial reality facing waste operators and acknowledge the circumstances facing 

boroughs during the decision-making process.  In Lambeth’s view the approach to implementing this 

policy requires further clarification to make it effective during the implementation period (outside of 

the plan-making process) where more than one waste planning area in London is involved.  This is 

explained below, with additional supporting text proposed. 

Draft Policy SI9(C) states “The proposed loss of an existing waste site will only be supported where 

appropriate compensatory capacity is made within London that must at least meet, and should 

exceed, the maximum achievable throughput of the site proposed to be lost.” (emphasis added) 

Paragraph 9.9.2 reiterates that “Waste sites should only be released to other land uses where waste 

processing capacity is re-provided elsewhere within London….” Paragraph 9.9.3 promotes capacity 

increases at waste sites and adds that “If such increases are implemented over the plan period, it 

may be possible to justify the release of waste sites without capacity re-provision if it can be 

demonstrated that there is sufficient capacity elsewhere in London at appropriate sites over the Plan 

period.” (emphasis added) 

The policy requirement at London Plan level is therefore for compensatory capacity to be made 

within London. This does not take account of the fact that every borough (or grouping of boroughs) 

is responsible for meeting its own London Plan waste apportionment within its own area and does 

not provide a mechanism for agreeing the ‘transfer’ of waste apportionment between boroughs 

outside of the plan-making process. 

Every time a borough Local Plan or sub-regional Waste Development Plan Document is prepared and 

examined, the Plan must demonstrate how the London Plan waste apportionment for the area in 

question (one authority’s apportionment or a pooled apportionment for a group of authorities) will 

be met over the Plan period.  After adoption, the waste planning authority(s) must then plan, 

monitor and manage against the agreed apportionment for the area of the Plan. 

Lambeth is planning for waste independently and there is a gap between existing waste 

management capacity and the amount of capacity needed to meet Lambeth’s identified need, 

including draft new London Plan apportionment targets.  Lambeth is able to demonstrate how it can 

meet this gap within its borders, but retaining existing waste management capacity within Lambeth 

is crucial to meeting the Lambeth apportionment target.  Reflecting the importance of retaining 

existing capacity within the borough, Lambeth’s current Local Plan (and emerging Draft Revised 

Local Plan) waste policy (EN7) therefore states that if a waste site is developed for other uses, 

compensatory capacity must be provided within Lambeth.  A growing number of boroughs are 
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adopting this approach in order to secure existing capacity (or opportunity for new capacity through 

safeguarding waste sites) to meet their apportionment targets.  This is in conformity with the 

London Plan approach to waste apportionments and the requirement for compensatory provision to 

be provided in London. 

The test comes at the level of policy implementation when a developer wants to sell or redevelop a 

waste site for other uses but cannot provide compensatory waste capacity within the same borough.  

Specifically,  a proposal may come forward to release a site from safeguarded waste use (outside of 

the plan-making process) on the basis that compensatory provision will be provided within London 

but outside of the relevant waste planning authority area (the borough planning alone for waste or 

the group of boroughs planning jointly for waste).  From an applicant’s point of view, there is no 

reason why such a proposal should not be accepted given the wording of the Draft London Plan 

policy.  However, from the point of view of the waste planning authority affected, it would only be 

able to accept the release of the waste site in question without compensatory capacity within the 

borough if it is satisfied on two counts:   

(1) that the compensatory provision will be provided in another borough: this requires linking  

planning consents in more than one local planning authority through a legal agreement, 

which is very difficult to achieve; and 

(2) that the waste apportionment for the area in question will be ‘off-set’ by the amount of 

capacity that is to be ‘transferred’ outside the Local Plan or sub-regional Waste Plan area: 

if this does not happen, the authority releasing the safeguarded waste site will be unfairly 

penalised when monitoring against its own apportionment.   

There is no mechanism at a London-wide level described in the Draft London Plan to coordinate this 

scenario or to secure the necessary agreements outside of the plan-making process.  In recent cases 

of this nature (one of which occurred in Lambeth during 2017), GLA officers have advised that it is 

for the boroughs affected to work out a solution amongst themselves.  There appears to have been a 

reluctance historically on the part of the GLA to get involved and help broker a solution, or to 

provide the necessary assurances in writing about implications for future monitoring against 

borough-level (or borough-grouping level) waste apportionments. 

In the Lambeth case, after several months of pre-application discussions between the 

applicant/landowner and two other London boroughs, and several attempts to ask for GLA the 

necessary assurances, no agreement could be reached and the opportunity was lost.  It should be 

noted that this case had potential to provide a significantly improved and intensified waste 

management facility for London and to release a site for housing in Lambeth in a location that was 

not ideal for a waste use, so there were multiple potential planning benefits to be gained.   Lambeth 

officers were very supportive in principle of the proposed approach.  However, without the 

necessary assurances in writing from the ‘receiving’ borough and the GLA that the transferred 
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capacity would be off-set against Lambeth’s waste apportionment, and in the absence of a legal 

mechanism to secure the compensatory provision in another borough, Lambeth officers were not in 

a position to recommend this approach to Lambeth members because it would have placed Lambeth 

at a disadvantage in relation to its ability to meet its waste apportionment in future.  Lambeth would 

have been left with the same apportionment to meet but less land in waste management use with 

which to meet it, requiring the authority to identify other land for waste through its Local Plan 

review at the expense of other equally high priority uses.   

In Lambeth’s view, the solution to make draft Policy SI9 effective is for the Mayor to take 

responsibility for brokering discussions between waste planning authorities in London when 

circumstances of this nature arise through planning applications and outside of the Plan-making 

process.   The Mayor needs to devise a mechanism by which the ‘transfer’ of waste apportionment 

between waste planning authorities (or between groups of authorities) can be agreed in these 

circumstances: this mechanism must include provision in writing of the necessary assurances about 

waste apportionments to all parties concerned.  This issue needs to be acknowledged in the Draft 

London Plan and reference should be included in the supporting text to Policy SI9 to the role the 

Mayor will play and the mechanism that will be followed.  Of course this would only apply where all 

parties, including landowners and boroughs, are willing. 

In the absence of this provision in the policy, future opportunities for effective strategic planning for 

waste in London will be lost.  Whilst there is no suggestion that inner London boroughs should be 

allowed to push waste management capacity out to outer London without the agreement of all 

parties, commercial reality and the nature of land ownership on the ground means that there will 

inevitably be some instances where it is more effective for operators to intensify their operations on 

some sites rather than others. Cases of the nature described above will continue to occur and 

without the necessary clarification will result in further frustration for waste operators/applicants, 

and for officers and members in the boroughs.   

The following suggested additional supporting text for policy SI9 is therefore proposed to address 

this issue and make the policy fully effective: 

“Proposals may come forward outside of the plan-making process for change of use of a safeguarded 

waste site that involve provision of compensatory waste management capacity within London but in 

another borough to that in which the safeguarded site is located.  When the borough that has 

potential to provide compensatory capacity (‘borough B’) is not part of a formal ‘pooled 

appointment’ arrangement with the borough from which the capacity is to be lost (‘borough A’), it 

will be necessary for the borough A’s apportionment to be off-set by the amount of capacity that is 

to move to borough B.  The off-set appointment will need to be accepted by borough B.  In these 

circumstances during the development management process, the Mayor will broker discussions 

between the parties and – assuming the proposal is acceptable in principle – will provide written 
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confirmation of the waste apportionment off-set agreed between the boroughs.  This off-set must 

be reflected in borough-level monitoring of waste apportionments and during subsequent reviews of 

the affected boroughs’ Local Plans or waste development plan documents.” 
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