Response from the North London Waste Authority to

The London Plan, Consultation draft replacement plan, 

Mayor of London, October 2009

1.
General Comments
1.1
Following on from the Authority’s response to Planning for a Better London, the Authority would like to reiterate that it is broadly supportive of the approach outlined in the consultation and update to the London Plan.
1.2 The Authority has fully engaged in all previous reviews of the London Plan, including as noted above, responding to A New Plan for London, (April 2009), Planning for a Better London (July 2008), the two most recent Examinations in Public and also being involved in the consultation process associated with devising the waste apportionment modelling methodology incorporated into the current Plan.

Planning sub-regions

1.3
As noted in our previous responses, one of our concerns about the London Plan is the changing nature of the planning sub-regions and the uncertainty this potentially creates when planning sub-regions change. In relation to waste management, the Authority recognises that it is for boroughs to decide how they should best meet the waste apportionment targets currently included within the London Plan and that the borough level apportionment now allows for greater flexibility in terms of allocating waste to be managed to individual boroughs who can then come together in different groupings to meet the challenge of planning for waste. 

1.4
In North London our boroughs have agreed to pool the targets within the North London Waste Authority (NLWA) area. However, with the consultation draft Plan now potentially moving the NLWA boroughs into three different sub-regions and with the fact that there are now three of the NLWA boroughs within the designated inner London area and four in the outer London area we have some concerns that this might lead to differing priorities and drivers being placed upon different parts of our area which could cause confusion. 

2.
Self sufficiency

2.1
The consultation draft London Plan sets increased targets for recycling and composting municipal waste. These targets go beyond those included within the current North London Joint Waste Strategy (NLJWS), which are as follows:


35% recycling and composting by 2010


45% recycling and composting by 2015


50% recycling and composting by 2020.

2.2 The Authority and borough partners’ targets, which are outlined in the NLJWS are in line with the current national waste management strategy (Waste Strategy 2007, for England) and in line with the existing waste management strategy for the capital, (Rethinking Rubbish in London, GLA, September 2004) and are additionally included within the Authority’s Outline Business Case supporting its application for PFI credits for waste management facilities from central government. 

2.3 The Authority is concerned that a municipal recycling and composting rate of 60% by 2031 as outlined in the consultation draft London Plan, could be difficult to achieve without the introduction of additional measures from central government, be that incentives or penalties for recycling or not, and sufficient local authority finances in place to make these improvements happen.

2.4 The Authority and its constituent borough partners have currently reached a recycling and composting rate for household waste of 27.69% (2008/09) and are undertaking modeling to determine how to reach the 50% household recycling and composting rate set within the joint waste strategy.  The Authority will continue to develop ambitious plans for reaching ever higher recycling and composting rates, as well as focusing attention on waste reduction. However, we would argue that it is for the capital’s municipal waste strategy to set the targets for recycling and composting and for the London Plan to support the strategy document. We recognise that the latter is to be shortly amended and that it is possible that the municipal waste targets for the capital as contained within the London waste strategy could also increase. However, as the NLJWS must be in conformity with the latter there is a risk that the partners could face a requirement to increase the levels of recycling and composting of municipal waste in North London still further, which would have resources implications for all partners.

2.5
The change within the consultation draft London Plan for SRF production within London to be counted as waste being managed within London, is however a potentially very beneficial change for the Authority because it would assist the area in meeting self sufficiency targets and accordingly this change is supported.

Waste capacity

3.1
The explicit support for a range of waste technologies as outlined in the consultation draft London Plan potentially provides both greater flexibility and guidance for contractors bidding for the Authority’s main procurement contract post 2014 than is included within the current London Plan. We are therefore pleased to see this wider range included. 

3.2
Policy 5.17 of the consultation draft London Plan also outlines the Mayor of London’s approach to ensuring sufficient capacity for managing waste within the city and specifically notes that ‘developments that include a range of complementary waste facilities on a single site’ will be supported as part of the Mayor of London’s recognition of the need to increase waste processing capacity in the capital. The Authority is supportive of this approach.
3.3
It is unfortunate that the revised apportionment figures for North London were not produced at the time this response was prepared as they could potentially have an impact upon the Authority’s plans and in particular the amount of land that the North London Waste Plan, the spatial strategy for north London, is likely to allocate for waste use, in line with the apportionment requirements.

Other waste streams 

4.1
CE&D waste policies are not substantially altered compared to the current version of the London Plan and although the requirements for waste management plans will impact upon any new buildings of waste management facilities in the area, as these requirements are already included within national legislation, there are no significant additional implications for the Authority and accordingly we are not commenting further.

4.2
As there is no change proposed to the current policy in relation to hazardous waste within the London Plan, there is no need to make additional comment here. However, we would urge for the protection of existing hazardous waste sites from being lost and the strategic importance of the same to continue to be recognised. 

Decentralised and renewable energy

5.1
The sections of the consultation draft London Plan relating to decentralised and renewable energy potentially provide opportunities for the Authority to maximise the benefits of waste in terms of energy and heat and as such are supported. What is missing in the London Plan, although we recognise that it may be addressed in the imminent Climate Change and Energy Strategy, is how many waste sites might be connected to demand, who funds the infrastructure associated with this, and when any demand might come on stream and its relationship to the delivery of waste facilities. We would urge that these issues are addressed at the next stage of the Plan’s production in order to provide some context to the proposals.

Opportunity and Intensification Areas

6.1
Two of the opportunity and intensification areas identified within the draft consultation London Plan which are within the Authority’s area refer to waste management, in particular the Brent Cross/Cricklewood area to the west and the Upper Lee Valley to the east. 

6.2
The Upper Lee in particular offers the potential for a green enterprise zone recognising the regeneration opportunities from green industries, but this also requires that sufficient industrial land be protected from release for example for residential use and so that it is available for new green industries keen to locate there.  The two approaches of either developing an area of resource management industries or new residential development that could act as a potential user of renewable energy and heat (from waste) may not therefore be directly compatible. 

6.3
We would urge consideration of the opportunities that waste management can create whether that be for generating energy and heat for use in local homes or businesses as well as the opportunities for employment it may provide. Previously, waste management operations have been viewed as a poor neighbour and whilst we recognise that there are a number of challenges including changing perceptions and the need for ongoing communication we believe that with good facility design waste management operations can be integrated into the urban fabric, and the opportunities from the same realised as a result. 

Examination in Public

7.1
We would also be keen to give oral evidence at the forthcoming Examination in Public on the revised Plan and look forward to the next stage of the consultation process.

