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New London Plan Examination in Public 
Written Statement – Waste and Circular Economy 
South East Waste Authority Planning Advisory Group (Ref. 736) 
 
 
Matter M69 
Word limit: 3000 
Number of words: 2546 (excluding introduction, text of questions and suggested changes) 
 
 
Introduction 

This is the written statement of the South East Waste Authority Planning Advisory Group 
(SEWPAG) on the Panel’s Matter M69 in relation to the Draft London Plan. 

The South East Waste Authority Planning Advisory Group (SEWPAG) comprises Waste 
Planning Authorities (WPAs) in the south east of England, the Environment Agency, 
representatives from similar fora in London and the east of England and waste industry 
representation through the Environmental Services Association (ESA). It is a non-executive 
body, funded directly by the WPA members. 

SEWPAG exists to help WPAs in the south east fulfil the statutory plan making ‘Duty to Co-
operate’ on strategic cross boundary waste issues, and to give effect to the Government’s 
stated intention to encourage WPAs to work together in groups in order that they may carry 
out their individual responsibilities more effectively. 

The overall aim of SEWPAG is to ensure that meaningful, collaborative joint working between 
WPAs, the Environment Agency and the waste industry (represented by the ESA) within the 
South East of England on strategic waste management issues is undertaken diligently and on 
an ongoing basis for the mutual benefit of those authorities.  

Contact: Ian Blake, Chair of the South East Waste Planning Advisory Group; 
ian.blake@cpresources.co.uk 
 
 
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?  
   

1. The target for net self-sufficiency by 2026 is supported in principle, however, it is 
unclear what volumes and types of waste London expects to import/export as part of 
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the ‘exchange’ of waste between areas within and beyond London. Unless this is clear 
it is hard to see how this target will be met as the required facilities may not exist or 
be available. 

2. Whether net self-sufficiency is achievable must be considered in the context of the 
London Waste Planning Forum Annual Monitoring Report 2018 that includes the 
following: 

• HIC (Household Industrial and Commercial) waste imports 2016 = 2,715,770 
tonnes 

• HIC Exports 2016 = 3,825,785 tonnes 
• “Overall a downward trend in exports between 2006 and 2012 but increasing 

in recent years.” 
 

• Inert & Construction & Excavation Waste Imports in 2016 = 2,653,519 tonnes 
• Inert & C&E Exports 2016 = 6,468,003 tonnes 
• “Since 2006 there has been a sharp upward trend in materials being exported 

from London. This is set to continue, due to the number of major infrastructure 
projects in the medium-term” 

 
3. It is considered that the exclusion of excavation waste within the net self-sufficiency 

target, and associated explanatory text, as set out in the ESC is justified. While it is 
preferred for this waste stream to be managed within London, its particular 
characteristics and quantities mean it is likely to be extremely challenging for London 
to provide either sites for non-hazardous excavation waste or the level of 
compensatory provision needed to apply net self-sufficiency to this waste stream. 
 

4. While the draft London Plan (para 9.7.4) notes the possibility that some CD&E waste 
could be managed “in conjunction with land reclamation or coastal defences”, it does 
not consider what opportunities there might be for such activities within London. 
Clearly therefore, practicalities dictate that a significant quantity of non-hazardous 
excavation waste arising in London will continue to be managed beyond London – 
most likely in the south east and east of England. Furthermore, significant 
infrastructure projects (HS2 and Crossrail2) are planned over the period of the London 
Plan which will generate large quantities of non-hazardous excavation waste from 
associated tunnelling. To enable better planning, the London Plan should include a 
specific commitment by the Mayor to seek information concerning quantities and 
management of waste arising from these projects.  

 
5. The inclusion of inert excavation waste in the calculation of net self-sufficiency 

would be neither practical nor sustainable. Indeed to pursue a theoretical target of 
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100% net self-sufficiency for all wastes, could have the following adverse 
consequences:   
a) Waste Planning Authorities beyond London assuming that they can plan on the 

basis of 100% net self-sufficiency without having specific regard to exports from 
London (i.e. excavation waste); 

b) Leading on from point a) above, exports of excavation waste from London being 
managed in an unplanned way leading to sub-optimal solutions and difficulties 
with obtaining planning permission for the management of such waste; 

c) London Boroughs having to plan for a theoretical amount of additional waste 
management capacity that will in practice never be developed. 

 
6. It is noted that these concerns have largely been addressed by a proposed 

amendment to paragraph 9.8.1 set out in the ESC. 
 

7. Separate consideration of waste exportation in paragraphs 9.8.1 to 9.8.3 is strongly 
supported and it is noted that overall London is currently 60% net self-sufficient with 
4.2mt exported to the south east in 2015 (42% of all exports) with 2.2mt being 
exported to landfill. 
 

8. The suggestion in Table 9.3 that by 2026 there will be no export of household and 
commercial and industrial waste from London is noted, however the table is 
inconsistent with clause A 1) of policy SI8 that states London will be 100% net self-
sufficient. In other words, in terms of household and commercial and industrial waste, 
whilst the policy anticipates movement (import and export) of waste beyond 2026 
Table 9.3 does not and is unrealistic. The table should therefore indicate what net self-
sufficiency might look like in terms of quantities of waste imported and exported 
(including construction and demolition waste and hazardous waste) and the 
anticipated ‘balance’ between imports and exports. This would be most helpful to 
Waste Planning Authorities neighbouring London and beyond when preparing their 
Waste Local Plans. 
 

9. It may be that no export of household and commercial and industrial waste is 
anticipated with net self-sufficiency in construction, demolition and excavation waste 
but it seems unlikely that equivalent quantities of such waste will be imported and 
exported, indeed paragraphs 9.7.4 and 9.7.5 of SI7 and the data shown above seem 
to indicate that management of this waste stream beyond London is likely. In any 
event a much clearer statement on exactly how London expects to rely on areas 
beyond its boundary for the management of its waste is needed.  
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10. It is noted that the concern raised above has in part been addressed by the ESC but in 
any event it is considered that the London Plan should make the following clear 
statements concerning imports and exports of waste to and from London: 
a) From 2026 London should be 100% net self-sufficient in non-inert non-hazardous 

waste (inc. waste sourced from construction and demolition and biodegradable 
and recyclable waste);  

b) Only inert waste should be exported from London for use as recycled aggregate 
or in applications such as coastal defences, land reclamation and restoration of 
mineral workings; 

c) London should aim for 100% net self-sufficient in hazardous waste. 
 

11. Taking the ESC into account, the current net self-sufficiency percentage value in 
paragraph 9.8.1 will need recalculating. 

 
12. It is unclear what clause A 3) means by the optimisation of capacity of existing sites – 

for example, does this expect transfer stations to become recycling facilities, or is it 
intended that the ability of existing sites to manage waste should be optimised (e.g. 
by increasing throughput)? This should be clarified.  

 
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?  
 

13. Household Waste 
a) The data used to establish the Borough apportionments is in part based on 

population estimates from 2015 and waste data from 2015/16. For the Plan to be 
relevant and effective it is important that the apportionments be updated to 
reflect the most recent datasets. 

b) For household waste an alternative modelling approach to illustrate the effect of 
modelling based on numbers of households should be undertaken as a sensitivity. 
It is considered that the current approach results in a lower estimate of future 
waste arisings and this was recognised by the GLA’s consultants at the EiP waste 
technical seminar on 7 November 2018. 

c) The projection of household waste based on a negative growth scenario is not 
considered appropriate. It is noted that a reduction factor was not included in the 
FALP projections of household waste arisings and the per person waste 
production rate reduction target used to develop the waste reduction factor has 
not been translated into the Draft London Environment Strategy that supersedes 
the Major’s Municipal Waste Management Strategy. When compared to a static 
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growth scenario the 5% reduction factor has the effect of reducing the total 
amount of waste apportioned in 2041 by 281ktpa.   

 
14. C&I waste: The method for assessing waste arisings is out of date – arisings should be 

estimated using the methodology set out in the 2014 DEFRA Report “New 
Methodology to Estimate Waste Generation by the Commercial and Industrial Sector 
in England”.  

 
15. Comments on excluded waste streams are included in response to question c) below. 

 
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?  
 

16. In implementing clause B 2) (identifying land for managing waste apportionments) it 
is considered that it would be helpful to provide a guide as to how much waste can 
reasonably be managed per hectare.  
 

17. Clause B 2) states that ‘capacity’ should be provided within each borough to manage 
specific apportionments of household and C&I waste and, in principle, the clarification 
provided in paragraph 9.8.4 of what waste managed in London means is supported, 
however it is considered that the Plan should make it clear that the activities listed in 
paragraph 9.8.4 are those which qualify to meeting Borough apportionments. 
However there appears to be no recognition of the management of residual wastes 
from the activities in paragraph 9.4 nor the fact that bulking and production of SRF 
and RDF will rely on management at a further facility which may place further 
requirements on SEWPAG authorities as ultimately Borough apportionments may lead 
to Local Plans being prepared which do not result in true net self-sufficiency. In 
particular, it must be made clear that facilities which merely bulk waste for onward 
transport should not be counted as qualifying capacity. Amendments to paragraph 
9.8.4 are proposed below. 

 
18. Comments on Table 9.2: 

a) It is noted that the approach generally anticipates outer London Boroughs to 
manage a greater quantity of waste than that which arises in their areas by 
managing some of the waste arising in inner London Boroughs. In light of relative 
constraints and opportunities this appears appropriate though there are 
concerns that any planned change to the pattern of distribution of facilities does 
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not weaken the safeguarding of existing facilities i.e. if the revised apportionment 
means that a Borough now has capacity in excess of its apportionment this should 
not mean that existing sites can be released for non-waste development unless it 
has been demonstrated that replacement capacity is available elsewhere in 
London. 

b) The data underpinning the apportionment has been reviewed and it is considered 
that an overly optimistic approach to estimating waste growth has been taken. 
Baseline arisings estimates have been established using approaches which would 
result in lower values and the projections of arisings have assumed low or 
negative growth. Taken together these factors result in apportionments which are 
on the low side of the estimates. To allow for flexibility and avoid under provision, 
it is more appropriate to err on the side of caution. Indeed, the underpinning data 
reports note that “in developing projections for the London Plan, a tension exists 
between the circular economy imperative of substantial waste reduction, and the 
requirement to ensure adequate provisioning for London’s future waste arisings.”, 
and it is considered that greater weight should be placed on ensuring adequate 
provision.  

c) It is suggested that it would help Boroughs prepare their Local Plans if there were 
apportionment values for 2026, 2031, 2036 as well as 2021 and 2041. This 
approach of providing requirements on a 5 yearly basis would be consistent with 
the existing and previous versions of the London Plan. 

 
19. Policy SI8 should make it explicit that Boroughs should not treat their apportionments 

as caps on waste development. This would be consistent with National Planning Policy 
for Waste.  
 

Excluded waste 
 

20. The quantity of hazardous waste produced in London should be made clear in 
Paragraph 9.7.2. 

 
21. Hazardous Waste has been excluded from Table 9.1. Comments on hazardous waste 

calculations are as follows: 
a) The justification for using growth in population estimates as a proxy for growth 

in hazardous waste is unclear and not pursued by other authorities in the 
South East. 

b) It is considered that growth estimates for hazardous waste should align with 
those used for C&I waste and time-series data. 
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22. Data provided by the Environment Agency to SEWPAG suggests that 382,000 tonnes 
of hazardous waste was exported from London in 2015. This does not take account of 
hazardous waste produced in London that is managed in London and so it likely that 
the value of hazardous waste arising in London provided in paragraph 9.8.15 (324,000 
tonnes) is an underestimate.  

 
23. Paragraph 9.8.15 is specifically concerned with hazardous, however there are no 

specific policies concerned with hazardous waste management.  To remedy this 
situation changes are proposed to policies SI8 and SI9 and paragraph 9.8.15. 

 
24. Paragraph 9.7.4 of SI7 essentially suggests that there is no need for any new sites for 

the management of construction, demolition and excavation waste however the 
evidence to support this assertion is not clear. 
 
 

 
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?  
 

25. Clause B 1) suggests Development Plans should identify how waste will be reduced in 
line with circular economy principles, however this is not wholly within the remit of a 
Development Plan e.g. a Development Plan cannot set out how goods can be designed 
to maximise their life. 
 

26. Clause C mentions ‘development proposals’ but it is not clear whether this means all 
development proposals or development proposals concerned with the management 
of waste. 
 

27. Clauses C 3) and 4) appear to encourage energy from waste, however this should be 
caveated to ensure that the waste to be used as fuel in such developments is that 
which cannot be practically reused or recycled (in accordance with the Waste 
Hierarchy). 

 
28. Clause D 1) states that proposals for waste sites should be evaluated against ‘the 

nature of the activity, its scale and location’ but isn’t this the case for most types of 
development? It isn’t clear why this clause is necessary. Similarly, shouldn’t clause D 
2) also apply to a development proposal for any industrial use? The clauses suggest 
that on these matters the bar may be set higher for waste management development 
which would not be justified. 
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29. Clause B 3) a) encourages maximising existing capacity, particularly of waste transfer 

facilities, however, in its purest sense a transfer facility merely facilitates the 
movement of waste by bulking up (and so reduces vehicle movements) rather than 
processing e.g. by screening and sorting to produce a useable material. The clause 
should therefore be reworded to make it clear that it is recycling and recovery capacity 
at existing sites that should be optimised. 

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

30. The approach to the safeguarding of existing waste sites proposed by Policy SI9 is 
strongly supported. There is extreme pressure on development land in London and, if 
net self-sufficiency is to be achieved, waste sites should not be redeveloped for non-
waste uses other than in exceptional circumstances and when compensatory capacity 
can be provided. 
 

31. There is concern that compensatory capacity will be calculated using the maximum 
throughput achieved over the last three years, and so if a site has been dormant this 
suggests that no compensatory capacity is required. It is recognised that the ESC 
propose an increase from three to five years but it is suggested that the compensatory 
capacity should equal the maximum permitted design capacity of the facility or 
maximum capacity achieved over the life of the facility.  
 

32. Policy SI9C should make it clear that transfer capacity cannot compensate for 
treatment capacity. At a minimum compensatory capacity should be at the same level 
of the waste hierarchy. The clarification, proposed by the ESC, that compensatory 
capacity should be included ‘in London’ is strongly supported. 
 

33. Policy SI8, Clause D 5) and the London Environment Strategy (Policy 7.3.1, Proposal 
7.3.1b) encourage the increase in the transport of waste by rail and river, however 
such facilities are under particular pressure for redevelopment. We note the 
safeguarding of such facilities is referred to within Policy SI10 B & D however as this is 
in relation to the capacity and the distribution and /or processing of aggregates, this 
point could also be referred to within Policy SI9 in relation to the transportation of 
waste to reinforce and make clear the intention to safeguard these facilities and resist 
development which could hinder their operation. 
 

34. The inclusion of new sub-clause 3 in Policy SI10 clause D proposed by the ESC is 
supported. 
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Proposed related changes to text and policies 
 
To help address some of the comments made above the following changes to text of the Draft 
London Plan are proposed: 
 
Policy SI8 Waste capacity and net waste self-sufficiency  

“A 

6) the Mayor will maintain guidance on London’s hazardous waste management requirements 
and more generally work with planning authorities in the neighbouring regions to co-ordinate 
strategic waste management across the wider south east of England. 

B  Development Plans should:…  

insert new clauses: 

4) identify the need for, and make an appropriate contribution to, hazardous waste 
management capacity sufficient to achieve, at a strategic level, the necessary waste 
management requirements 
6) identify the need for, and make an appropriate contribution to, construction, demolition 
and excavation waste management capacity sufficient to achieve the necessary waste 
management requirements 
5) explicitly allow for development required to manage waste arising in other Boroughs 
regardless of whether apportionments have been met ” 
 
Clause C 1) suggest insert ‘, or result in,’ between ‘deliver and ‘a’ 
 
Clause C 2) – ‘repair, refurbishment and remanufacture’ does not result in the ‘production of 
secondary materials’ - this clause needs to be reworded to ensure it is meaningful and 
effective (perhaps ‘materials’ should be replaced with ‘goods’?). 
 
Paragraph 9.8.3: 
9.8.3 … Table 9.2. The Mayor will work with boroughs, the London Waste and Recycling Board, 
and the London and neighbouring Regional Technical Advisory Bodies to address cross-
boundary waste flow issues. An eExamples of joint working would be ongoing updates to the 
London Waste Map, sharing data derived from circular economy statements, the monitoring 
of the primary waste streams and progress to net self-sufficiency, supporting the Environment 
Agency’s annual monitoring work and collaboration on management solutions for waste 
arisings from London. Boroughs will also need to plan for other waste streams for which the 
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London Plan does not give them an apportionment. This will involve consideration of the 
following: 

- safeguarding existing sites; 
- identification of sites which may be suitable for reconfiguration and intensification of 

uses such that management capacity can be increased; and, 
- likely cross boundary flows of waste to and from neighbouring areas1. 

 
Paragraph 9.8.4 

Waste is deemed to be managed in London if any of the following activities take 
place within London: 

• waste is used for energy recovery 
• the it relates to production of solid recovered fuel (SRF), or it is high-

quality refuse-derived fuel (RDF) meeting the Defra RDF definition as a 
minimum2 which is destined for energy recovery 

• it has been sorted into separate material streams and these are being or 
bulked 

• preparation for re-use (including repair and re-manufacture) 
reprocessing or recycling (including anaerobic digestion) 

• It is reused, recycled (including: sorting into separate material streams ( 
e.g. paper); composting; and processing by anaerobic digestion) or 
reprocessed. 

 
Paragraph 9.8.9 and 9.8.10: 
9.8.9 … a reduction in exports or an increase in imports over the period decade to 2026. Table 
9.3 is included to help neighbouring authorities plan for London’s Household and Commercial 
& Industrial waste exports. 
 
9.8.10 … CD&E data see paragraph 9.74 and the SLR consulting report (task 2) (May 2017).  
 
Paragraph 9.8.15   

9.8.15 …The main requirement is for sites for regional facilities to be identified. As this is a 
strategic matter, the Mayor has a key role in ensuring adequate hazardous waste 
management capacity is planned for and work with Regional Waste Technical Advisory 
Bodies, the Environment Agency and Industry to address this matter. Boroughs will also need 
to work with neighbouring authorities to consider the necessary facilities when planning for 
their hazardous waste. 

                                                        
1 This includes areas beyond London  
2 http://www.sita.co.uk/services-and-products/our-products/rdf-srf for an explanation of 

the differences between SRF and RDF. 
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Paragraph 9.9.3: 
9.9.3 … the Plan period such that the target of achieving 100% net self-sufficiency is not 
compromised. In such cases, sites could be released to other land uses.  
 
Policy SI9 Safeguarded waste sites  
C  … that must be at or above the same level of the waste hierarchy and at least meet, and 
should exceed, the maximum achievable throughput of the site proposed to be lost. 

D Development proposals that would result in the loss of existing sites for the treatment 
and/or disposal of hazardous waste should not be permitted unless compensatory hazardous 
waste site provision has been secured in accordance with this Policy  

 


