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Our Ref: SUEZ.KF.LP.EIPM69.2019.1                                             28 February 2019 

 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

 

London Plan Examination in Public 
Written Statement – Matter 69  
Respondent Number 1318 
 

Please find below the written statement of SUEZ Recycling and Recovery UK Ltd (SUEZ), relating to Matter 

68 of the London Plan Examination in Public.  

 

About SUEZ 
 

Part of the global SUEZ group, we employ more than 5,000 people in the UK. Since 1988, we have been 

delivering innovative and environmentally responsible solutions to manage waste and water for our customers 

– households, local authorities, and industry and commerce. 

 

Our vision is a society where there is no more waste. We believe waste is a resource and our goal is to help 

create a circular economy in which nearly all waste materials are given a second life and reused, recycled or 

recovered for their energy content. 

 

We reduce the environmental impact of our customers’ waste and help them use resources more efficiently, 

as we invest heavily in new capacity and technologies. 

 

Over the course of a year, we handle over 10 million tonnes of waste in the UK. We make a significant and 

growing contribution to the circular economy and sustainability by recovering value from these waste materials. 

 



 
 
 
 
 

 

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? 
 

SUEZ supports the overall aim of this policy for London to take responsibility for its own waste. However, it is 

an ambitious goal even excluding the excavation waste stream. While the London Plan sets targets and 

Boroughs are required to identify sufficient land to meet their apportionment target and other identified waste 

needs, it is up to the market to deliver the infrastructure required.  

 

Paragraph 9.8.3 within the London Plan identifies that waste does not recognise administrative boundaries, 

this is also true of waste development. There are a range of factors that need to be considered when 

developing a site, including availability of land, competition from other higher value land uses, viability and 

planning constraints including proximity of sensitive receptors. All of these issues are more significant in 

London and in basic terms, higher development costs have to be recovered by higher gate fees, which then 

impact competiveness in the market.  

 

The London Plan as drafted does not appear to identify the total operational capacity in London and any gap 

moving forward. London Waste Planning Forum, ‘Annual Monitoring Report 2018’ states that in 2015, 

4,614,295 tonnes of waste was managed in London that counted towards the apportioned tonnage as specified 

by the definition of ‘waste managed in London’. The adopted London Plan apportioned 7,769,000 tonnes for 

2016, potentially pointing to a significant gap in achieving the apportionment targets. However, the draft 

London Plan states at paragraph 9.8.1 that in 2015 London managed 7,500,000 tonnes of its own waste which 

would be more consistent with the adopted London Plan apportionment target for 2016.  

 

London’s strategic infrastructure requirements – an evidence base to help deliver the Mayoral Strategies (Arup, 

July 2017 - document reference: NLP/SI/001) states at para 1.5.5 (page 24) – “Updated London Plan waste 

model estimates 4 million tonnes extra capacity needed for London”. Overall, the position on existing capacity 

and need is extremely unclear, and, therefore, it is difficult to judge whether the target of net self-sufficiency 

by 2026 is realistic.  



 
 
 
 
 

 

Overall the strategy set out within the plan is inconsistent and therefore quite confusing – London is aiming for 

net self-sufficiency of waste streams excluding excavation waste, apportions only household and commercial 

and industrial waste, but requires Boroughs to deliver other waste management needs as set down by National 

Planning Policy. There should be a recognition within the London Plan that Boroughs have to plan for wider 

needs than set down in the London Plan, the most practical way to do so would be for the London Plan to 

consider all the needs set out in national planning policy, however, this would require significant amendment 

to the plan.  

 

The provision of headline figures would potentially make the plan easier to understand. Futhermore, while 

there is reference to net self-sufficiency, table 9.3 appears to indicate that no household or commercial and 

industrial waste will be exported from London beyond 2026. Even if net self-sufficiency can be achieved, there 

will still be flows of materials into and out of London.    

 

Paragraph 9.8.4 sets out the new definition of waste deemed to be managed in London, as follows: 

 

• waste is used for energy recovery 

• 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 minimum 

• it is sorted or bulked for re-use (including repair and re-manufacture) reprocessing or recycling 

(including anaerobic digestion) 

• It is reused, recycled or reprocessed. 

 

The inclusion of the production of RDF meeting the Defra definition as a minimum is welcomed by SUEZ. The 

production of SRF and RDF are key processes in the management of residual waste and assist in driving 

materials up the hierarchy and reducing reliance on landfill. While overseas export of RDF/SRF is potentially 

a temporary solution while the UK works towards the new Resources and Waste Strategy and delivers the 

necessary infrastructure, continued export from London to other UK facilities may be a longer term process 

and should be supported.  

 

Some process technologies for example gasification and pyrolysis can rely on a more processed residual 

waste feedstock such as RDF and SRF and it is appropriate for facilities in London to be able to meet this 

need as part of the supply chain. In this respect the processing of residual material to be supplied as a fuel to 

a facility outside of London is no different to the processing of recyclable materials to be supplied to a 

reprocessor outside of London.   

 



 
 
 
 
 

 

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? 
 

Forecasts for Household and Commercial & Industrial Waste (Report 1 - GLA Waste Arisings Models) (SLR, 

Mar 2017 – document reference NLP/SI/003) states that Defra’s 2009 C&I waste generation survey has been 

used as a baseline for projections. The data is now ten years old and SUEZ understands that this was 

withdrawn by Defra in 2015.  

 

If the GLA does not intend to review the forecast arisings, this further supports the requirement for ongoing 

monitoring to identify whether needs are being met and sufficient capacity exists.  

 

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? 
 

Planning Practice Guidance states (Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 28-013-20141016) that “Waste planning 

authorities should plan for the sustainable management of waste including:” 

 

• Municipal/household 

• Commercial/industrial 

• Construction/demolition 

• Low Level Radioactive 

• Agricultural 

• Hazardous 

• Waste water 

 



 
 
 
 
 

 

As previously noted, because the London Plan only recognises household and commercial and industrial 

waste within the apportionments, there is some ambiguity about waste capacity and need in the plan which 

should be addressed.  

 

It is accepted that the GLA is not a ‘Waste Planning Authority’ in the strictest terms, and that Boroughs are still 

required to meet the needs set out above. However, it would be useful if the London Plan was consistent with 

the needs of national and local planning policy.  

 

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? 
 

SUEZ supports Policy SI8A(3) which states that the waste management capacity of existing sites should be 

optimised. However, it is important that the potential for such optimisation is not overstated and overestimated 

at Local Plan stage. Many existing safeguarded sites have limited potential for optimisation and increased 

capacity due to a variety of constraints, however, Boroughs can apply estimates such as the Babtie Formula 

across the board in waste needs assessment. Such a process can have the result of overstating potential 

waste management capacity and limiting the need to identify and allocate new sites.  

 

Again, SUEZ supports the provisions of Policy SI8B2 that requires Development Plans to allocate sufficient 

land to manage the apportioned tonnages of waste. However, the section should be amended to recognise 

that Boroughs also need to identify land suitable for other waste streams as required by national planning 

policy.  

 

Part B3 of Policy SI8 identifies several broad locations for waste management facilities, including Strategic 

Industrial Locations and Locally Significant Employment Sites. While this is consistent with National Planning 

Policy for Waste (NPPW) in generally directing waste operations to industrial land, there are specific 

circumstanced in London that need to be taken into account when Development Plans are drafted. Where 

there is vacant industrial land, this may prove to be suitable for waste management operations subject to 

availability/viability/deliverability. However, existing vacant industrial/employment units are often not suitable 

for waste management operations as they are commonly designed with raised loading bays, roof heights which 

are too low for loading waste and recycling vehicles and technology, and insufficient external storage space 

for recycled products. The push to intensify industrial land may compound this issue, as multi storey units are 



 
 
 
 
 

 

likely to require support structures to assist with upper floor loading and this will constrain open spaces required 

for manoeuvring plant and machinery typically required in waste sites.  

 

Furthermore, competition for space on industrial estates is significant and this drives up prices to levels which 

are unviable for recycling, resource management and waste operations.  Particularly if significant amendments 

/ rebuilding would be necessary.  

 

Industrial land may provide the most appropriate locations in general terms, but any Development Plan needs 

to take account of these considerations when ensuring sufficient land / premises are available with the correct 

characteristics. Identification of broad industrial locations could have the unintended consequence of 

constraining waste site delivery by failing to identify land which is actually deliverable for waste operations.  

 

Where there is a significant undersupply of waste sites to meet apportionment targets, it may be practical for 

authorities to identify and allocate suitable land on industrial sites only for waste management activities. This 

could go some way to controlling land values and encouraging the delivery of the circular economy.  

 

NPPW sets out criteria for determining waste planning applications. Some of the criteria in SI8D are consistent 

with national guidance for example, items 1, 4 and 5 and may, therefore, not need to be repeated in the London 

Plan. SUEZ is concerned that the inclusion of item 2 relating to “job creation and social value benefits including 

skills, training and apprenticeship opportunities”, potentially elevates those considerations beyond others. For 

example, there is no consideration within SI8D that meeting an identified need, or driving waste up the 

hierarchy are key considerations.  

 

Item 3 and paragraph 9.8.11 relate to energy from waste and the necessity to meet a carbon intensity floor. 

SUEZ recognises the benefits of achieving a low carbon outcome. However, most EfW within the UK only 

generate electricity and struggle to identify a viable and deliverable heat network, which would be necessary 

to meet policy as stated.   

 

EfW is a critical component in both sustainable energy supply and waste management. If the London Plan will 

only seek to deliver the most efficient plant it will be necessary for the GLA to take a leadership approach to 

ensure that sites are identified and safeguarded next to existing or proposed heat networks. However, this is 

not the case currently as the draft London Plan states that there is no need for further EfW development. The 

policy as currently drafted, could, therefore frustrate development should a shortfall in capacity be identified at 

any stage or if a Borough is minded to support an EfW development to meet their objectively assessed need.  

 



 
 
 
 
 

 

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

Within SUEZ initial representations to the draft London Plan, we expressed concerns with the drafting of policy 

relating to the safeguarding and release of safeguarded waste sites. In the absence of any proposed 

amendments to address those concerns it is necessary to reiterate the issues that we have faced in recent 

and ongoing examples.  

 

SUEZ agrees that it is important to protect recycling and resource recovery / waste management sites and 

more critically, to ensure that those sites are protected from encroachment which may prejudice their effective 

and efficient operation.  However, there are sites within London which have already been constrained by 

surrounding land uses and are struggling to operate viably for modern waste management practices.  

 

In order for recycling and resource recovery / waste management facilities to be viable and sustainable, 

particularly in London and the South East, it is essential that operations can be undertaken with efficient 

processing technologies, economies of scale and in a relatively unconstrained environment. Particularly critical 

is the ability to transport materials 24 hours a day, or certainly having the flexibility to transport during some of 

the less congested hours. 

 

Where sites are already constrained, there should be an opportunity for these to be released if alternative 

capacity is provided elsewhere within London. To this extent, the GLA needs to take a leadership role in these 

issues, as Boroughs can take a precautionary stance if their own ability to meet their apportionment is 

compromised, even where this is of benefit to wider London. 

 

SUEZ has recently been involved in a project where all parties agreed that the release of an existing, 

constrained waste site was sensible and pragmatic with SUEZ providing appropriate reciprocal capacity at 

another SUEZ site located nearby in a neighbouring Borough. However, while there was a benefit of increased 

capacity to London there was a slight negative impact on the releasing Boroughs ability to achieve their 

apportionment. In this instance, the Borough is the Waste Planning Authority / Local Planning Authority 

determining the planning application. However, without a commitment from the GLA that apportionment targets 

could be adjusted to reflect the relocation of capacity from one Borough to another, the Borough was unable 

to support the proposal as it would have a negative impact on their ability to achieve the apportionment targets. 

This would be an issue of contention during a Local Plan examination and could potentially cause significant 

issues in a Local Plan process.  

 



 
 
 
 
 

 

Where there is a significant benefit to London, the GLA needs to have a mechanism in place to facilitate the 

movement of capacity from one Borough to another. Should the GLA commit to annual monitoring, 

apportionments could be updated as part of this process in order to recognise any such substitution of waste 

capacity between Boroughs. This process is also likely to be necessary in order to achieve the aim suggested 

in paragraph 9.8.6 that suggests that Boroughs with a surplus of waste sites should offer to share the site with 

Boroughs facing a shortfall of capacity, before considering site release. In reality this could be difficult to agree 

at Borough level, however, the GLA could ensure that this was the case by adjusting apportionments to reflect 

any overdelivery.  

 

While SUEZ agree that it is generally most sensible for the loss of waste sites to be considered through the 

plan led process, that can often be a long and infrequent timescale. SUEZ has recently been involved in two 

projects where the opportunity to substitute waste capacity has arisen outside of the plan review process but 

related to the availability of an alternative site. Provision should be made for circumstances which require 

consideration out of plan review timescales but where there would be a benefit to London.  

 
 
 

Yours faithfully, 

 
Kris Furness 

Senior Planning Manager 

 

T: 0191 258 8264 

M: 07974 233 294  

E: kris.furness@suez.com 
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