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north london & waste plan




Sustainability appraisal of the North London Waste Plan

Notes from the Preferred Options workshop



Wednesday 26 November 2008

12.30-15.45

The Resource Centre, 356 Holloway Road, London N7 6PA 

Introduction

Mouchel and CAG Consultants are working with the seven North London boroughs (Barnet, Camden, Enfield, Hackney, Haringey, Islington and Waltham Forest) to produce the North London Joint Waste Development Plan Document (JWDPD), otherwise known as the North London Waste Plan. The Plan will consider all waste in the area up to 2020 and identify sufficient sites for waste management facilities in the area to deal with this waste. 

The government require a sustainability appraisal (SA) of the North London Waste Plan to be carried out, and the appraisal process is central to the process of preparing the Plan. It involves testing the Plan against an agreed set of economic, social and environmental criteria throughout the preparation process. Two workshops were held with stakeholders during the early ‘scoping’ phase of the SA process. The ‘preferred options’ for the North London Waste Plan are now being prepared and an early draft of the policies is being tested against the sustainability appraisal criteria. The purpose of the workshop held on 26 November 2008 was to involve key stakeholders with a range of different interests and expertise in this testing process. This note provides a record of the discussions at that workshop.

Agenda

The agenda for the workshop was as follows:

12.30
Lunch and registration

13.00
Welcome


[Tim Maiden, CAG Consultants]

13.05
The North London Waste Plan: an introduction and update


[Archie Onslow, NLWP Programme Manager]

13.15
Questions on the North London Waste Plan

13.25
The sustainability appraisal process: an introduction and update


[Anne Hugh-White, Mouchel]

13.35
Questions on the sustainability appraisal process

13.45
An initial assessment of the sustainability of the draft policies in the North London Waste Plan
[Judith Evanson, Mouchel]

14.00
Small-group workshops to assess the sustainability of the draft policies in the North London Waste Plan

[Refreshments will be available during the workshops]

15.15
Feedback from workshop groups in plenary


[Tim Maiden, CAG Consultants]

15.40
Next steps 


[Anne Hugh-White, Mouchel]

15.45
Close

Background information

The North London Waste Plan

Existing planning policies for waste contained in Unitary Development Plans in the North London Boroughs provide a limited framework for safeguarding existing waste management capacity and identifying sites for new facilities. These are now insufficient to meet:

· the new targets set by the Landfill Directive to progressively reduce the amount of  waste going to landfill sites over the next fifteen years; and 

· the new targets set by the London Plan, which highlights the need for London as a whole to become more self-sufficient in managing its own waste.

The North London Waste Plan will need to address the resulting significant requirement for additional waste facilities in North London. The seven boroughs consider a joint approach to preparing the Plan as the best way of planning for future waste capacity needs. 

The government now require local authorities to adopt planning policies for all types of waste management within their new Local Development Frameworks (LDF).  This includes municipal waste, which is estimated to account for one third of waste disposals, commercial and industrial waste and construction and demolition waste, which together make up the other two thirds. The North London Waste Plan will set the planning framework for all new waste facilities and infrastructure development in the area. 

Issues and options

In early 2008, the ‘issues and options’ for the North London Waste Plan were consulted on. This addressed questions such as:

· how self-sufficient should North London be in dealing with its waste?;

· on what basis should new waste sites be selected?;

· should the major new waste facilities be focused on existing waste sites and industrial sites, or are there other locations which may be suitable?;

· how prescriptive should the Plan be about what types of facilities should be permitted on each site?; and

· how can the sustainable transport of waste be encouraged?

The issues and options report and the feedback received can be viewed at www.nlwp.net.

Preferred options

The seven boroughs’ ‘preferred options’ for the Plan are now being developed. No site specific information is available at this stage but an early draft of the policies to be included in the Plan have been prepared (see below). An initial sustainability appraisal of the draft policies was carried out by Mouchel in advance of the workshop (see below) and some of the draft policies were subsequently revised.

During the workshop discussion groups, participants were asked to consider:

· Do you agree with Mouchel’s initial assessment of the social, economic and environmental impacts of the proposed policy accurate and fair?

· For those policies that were subsequently revised, do the proposed changes to the policy wording affect this assessment?

· How could the policy be improved?

A record of the discussions is provided below.

Participants

The Sustainability Appraisal Panel is made up of representatives from a wide range of organisations, including statutory consultees, other public bodies and stakeholder organisations. The following participated in the Preferred Options workshop.

	Name
	Organisation
	Workshop group

	Celeste Giusti
	LB Camden
	1

	Richi Haine
	British Waterways
	1

	Srimalini Nadarajah
	Health Protection Agency
	1

	Jim Roland
	Friends of the Earth
	1

	Simon Cathcart
	Health Protection Agency
	2

	Claire Martin
	Lee Valley Regional Park Authority
	2

	Ruth Newton
	LB Islington
	2

	Robert Newton
	North Finchley LA21 Group
	2

	Phil Ackerley
	Environment Agency
	3

	Jon Clark
	North London Waste Authority
	3

	Nicky Fiedler
	LB Enfield
	3

	Kirsteen Harrison
	Bywaters
	3

	Rose Jaijee
	North London Strategic Alliance
	3

	Cllr Chris Knight
	LB Camden
	3

	Zoe Robertson
	LB Haringey
	3


Notes of the discussions

Plenary Q&A on the progress of the NLWP

	Q
	Are you consulting on sites?

	A
	Sites will be included in the Preferred Options report, due for consultation in May 09.

	Q
	The figures quoted for the amount of land needed to deal with the waste apportionment - presumably that's licensed land/area?

	A
	There is usually a difference on a site between the area licensed for waste treatment and the total of the area with planning permission for waste use. The licensed area is the key area for waste treatment but the waste function may be supported by activities on the rest of the site.

	Q
	You can have waste treatment facilities run by the private sector.  To what extent does the plan relate to private entities?

	A
	A lot of existing waste sites are privately run.  They are included in the figures.  

	Q
	Site selection - does that relate to the type of technologies that would be attracted to these sites because different technologies may have different requirements?  

	A
	We did ask this question at the I&O stage. The general view was that one needed to be flexible about specifying technologies for sites within certain safeguards, recognising that technology was changing all the time. However assumptions are likely to be made that smaller sites are only suitable for certain technologies and so on.


Policy 1 – Achieving the apportionment and contributing to sub-regional self-sufficiency

Mouchel’s initial appraisal

	Key

↑↑↑
	Significant positive impact – 1 to 3 arrows according to scale of impact

	↓↓↓
	Significant negative (detrimental) impact – 1 to 3 arrows according to scale of impact

	↕↕↕
	Uncertain or mixed positive and negative impacts – 1 to 3 arrows according to scale of impact


	Introduction

Policy NLWP 1 aligns the NLWP with the targets and aspirations set out in the London Plan and directs the user to safeguarded sites and new sites for waste management use as identified in the plan.

	Original policy

The seven North London Boroughs have identified land sufficient for meeting their combined London Plan apportionment and achieving an additional contribution to self sufficiency. Land is identified in schedules A, B and C*.
	Appraisal commentary

This policy will result in both direct and secondary impacts. The achievement of self-sufficiency is good for the image of the plan area and will provide development and waste awareness/education opportunities as well as allow for investment. The distance travelled by the waste will also be more limited which may lead to a decrease in local air quality but result in improvements over a wider area.

	Appraisal summary
	Social
	↑
	Environmental
	↕↕↕
	Economic
	↑


Revised policy wording

The seven north London boroughs have identified enough land capable of meeting future capacity required to meet both the London Plan apportionment and 85% self sufficiency in municipal and commercial and industrial wastes. This land is identified in the following schedules (provided in appendices A, B and C):

A. existing waste management facilities

B. existing waste transfer facilities

C. new sites identified for waste management purposes

Comments from workshop participants (group 1)

· Anything that takes land away from housing can be seen as a possible negative impact. Assessment needs explanation that land cannot be used for another use

· The proposed changes are fine

· No improvements to the policy wording suggested

Policy 2 – Managing waste according to the waste hierarchy

Mouchel’s initial appraisal

	Introduction

Policy NLWP 2 supports the management of waste according to the waste hierarchy as identified in the London Plan and the National Waste strategy for England and Wales.  The policy seeks to reassure the community that the boroughs will work towards waste minimisation and resource efficiency by encouraging reuse and recycling through the services they deliver and through the planning system, seeking to influence on site re-use/recycling in new developments and the incorporation of elements in new developments to encourage potential occupiers to reduce, reuse and recycle wastes. 

	Original policy

The seven North London Boroughs will seek to promote waste minimisation, recycling and composting, recovery and resource efficiency over landfill. They will do this through:

· Promoting waste minimisation and resource efficiency in partnership with business, communities and residents in the 3rd sector.
· Ensuring that any new development design residential, commercial and community buildings and infrastructure to max sustainable waste and resource behaviour.
· Seeking to max the contribution that organic waste processing can make to meeting new targets on locally generated renewable energy.
· Ensuring that all new development maximise opportunities for waste reduction and on site recycling of construction and demolition wastes.
	Appraisal commentary

This policy will result in direct and secondary positive impacts in relation to the local plan area and also lead to both regional and national effects. Moving up the waste hierarchy is good for the plan image, improves opportunities, allows for waste education, reduces the distance travelled by waste, encourages energy efficiency measures, minimises waste production, improves waste utilisation, and allows for new technologies and investment. 

Working in partnership with public and private sectors encourages social inclusion and community involvement and challenges discrimination. The policy also provides an opportunity for sustainable design and construction.  By utilising waste from energy, there will be a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions (from landfill) and growth and competitiveness will be encouraged. Through encouragement of waste reduction and on site recycling, fly tipping will be discouraged, there will be a reduction of transport related impacts and less primary building aggregates may be used in construction.

	Summary
	Social
	↑
	Environmental
	↑↑↑
	Economic
	↑


Revised policy wording

The seven North London boroughs will seek to promote waste minimisation, recycling and composting, recovery and resource efficiency over landfill. This will help to meet both national waste targets and the overall diversion targets as set out in the London Plan. They will do this through:

1. Promoting waste minimisation and resource efficiency in partnership with business, communities and residents and the third sector;

2. Ensuring that any new development design residential, commercial and community buildings and infrastructure to maximise sustainable waste and resource behaviour;

3. Seeking to maximise the contribution that organic waste processing can make to meeting targets on locally generated, renewable energy;

4. Ensuring that all new development maximise opportunities for waste reduction and on site recycling of construction and demolition wastes

Comments from workshop participants (group 1)

· Too much made in assessment of contribution of energy from waste given that it is far down in waste management hierarchy. Danger that target-driven policy will result in too much waste going to energy from waste. Also more emissions from energy from waste than from landfill.

· However it was pointed out that point made in assessment refers to bullet point 3 in policy which relates to energy from organic waste. Policy does not endorse incineration.

· Suggested improvements:

· bullet points 2 and 4: should take away “new” before development to show that covers refurbishment as well as new build 

· bullet point 1 refers to leadership role outside plan. Need to be clear about what this involves

· bullet point 2 is a bit general and vague about operation of buildings and changing behaviour. Also dealt with in policy 10.  Should take away reference to “residential, commercial etc” to show that related to all development  

· bullet point 4 also covered by policy 13 

Policy 3 – Sites for management of waste

Mouchel’s initial appraisal

	Introduction

It is important to maximise the overall sustainability of waste solutions in North London, and to ensure the most effective and efficient use of its land resource.  

Policy NLWP 3 directs potential developers/businesses/industry to consider the management of wastes at the point of production and only if this is not possible to look sequentially at safeguarded sites, short listed sites and then further sites of opportunity.

	Original policy

A sequential approach for opportunities when reviewing applications for waste development will need to be demonstrated. This is a four staged approach as follows; 

1. The management of wastes generated at the point of production.

2. Development on existing waste sites or co-location with compatible land uses. Schedules A & B.

3. Development on allocated sites. Schedule C.

4. Development on Schedule D sites (sites of opportunity) assessed in line with policies 4, 5, 6, 7.
	Appraisal commentary

Through using land sustainably, this will result in a positive image on the plan area. The distance that the waste needs to travel will be reduced and the impacts associated with this.



	Summary
	Social
	↑
	Environmental
	↑
	Economic
	↑


Revised policy wording

When reviewing applications for waste development a sequential approach will be applied. Applications for new waste development will need to demonstrate that opportunities have been sought for:

1. The management of waste generated at the point of production 

2. Where this is not possible, opportunities should be sought for development on existing waste sites or co-location with compatible land uses. Such uses would be other light industrial processes or facilities, particular where mutual benefit can be gained from the co-location. For example the provision of sustainable energy, or sharing of joint facilities such as weighbridges, wharfage etc. Schedules A and B list all existing sites and transfer sites respectively.

3. If proposals are not feasible or practicable for either on site management or at existing sites, then development on the sites opportunities given in schedule c will be approved.

All applications will be assessed in line with the policies in this plan and the specific development control policies within borough planning documents.
Comments from workshop participants (group 3)

· Some of the Schedule A & B sites may not be appropriate. Why aren’t they going through the site assessment process?

· Need to bear in mind that striking out existing sites would have negative economic impacts – putting existing users out of business

· In terms of safeguarding the existing sites, the policy wording and approach could draw on that used in the approach to wharf sites in the London Plan

· It’s important to make clear that whilst we might be safeguarding the existing sites, we are not safeguarding the existing operations

· For criteria 1, it would be better to say ‘as near as possible to the point of production’. This would be a more pragmatic and sensible approach.

· The supporting text for the policy should emphasise the opportunities for environmental enhancements on existing sites

· The supporting text also needs to emphasise what the aims of the policy are and what the intended consequences are

· Would the proximity issue be better dealt with in another policy?

· Safeguarding existing sites is quite defensive. New sites may well be more sustainable

· What about boundary issues? For example, sites just outside the boundary of the Plan area may better meet the proximity principle and be more sustainable. Do we need to make sure that neighbouring areas adopt the same policy?

· How does the policy take in to account strategic facilities, e.g. facilities serving other parts of London or even taking waste from outside London?

· There is more stringent licensing now so this will provide a chance to get rid of illegal sites.
Policy 4 – Management and mitigation of potential impacts on landscape and amenity

Mouchel’s initial appraisal
	Introduction

Modern, correctly sited, well designed and well managed waste facilities need not have excessively negative impacts on the local environment.  Policy NLWP 4 seeks to provide a set of criteria for ensuring that such impact is minimised and managed as far is practicable.

Protection of the landscape and recreational amenity of the area are required by PPS10 and are implicit within the sustainability objectives of the plan.

	Original policy

Waste development proposals will be permitted if 

· The development is of a scale, form and character appropriate to its location.
· There is no unacceptable adverse effect on the standard of amenity of established, permitted or allocated land uses likely to be affected by the development.
· Adequate means of controlling noise, dust, litter, odours and other emissions are incorporated into the scheme.
· There is no unacceptable adverse effect on the recreational or tourist use of an area, or the use of existing public access rights or ROW.
· There is no unacceptable adverse effect on areas or features of landscape, historic or nature conservation value.
	Appraisal commentary

This policy will result in direct and indirect positive benefits, directly maintaining and enhancing the landscape and townscape. There will also be positive implications on the local environmental quality and related to this, health and safety. Provision of adequate means of controlling noise, dust, litter, odours and other emissions, encourages sustainable design, the use of clean technologies and inward investment. This will also result in positive impacts on air quality although ensuring that the development is of a scale, form and character appropriate to its location may constrain the location of facilities in relation to waste arisings. This will lead to uncertain effects on the distance that waste must travel and the associated impacts.



	Summary
	Social
	↑
	Environmental
	↕
	Economic
	↑


Comments from workshop participants (group 2)

· How will "unacceptable adverse impact" be defined?  Not strong enough for nature conservation.  Would prefer that there are no negative impacts and if there are they should be mitigated.  Would expect any development to enhance biodiversity.
· Is the terminology too vague? How easy would it be to defend this definition if a case was brought and it went to appeal?
· Could the policy mention mitigation? 
· Policies have a list of criteria these days.  Perhaps more difficult for waste.
· "unacceptable adverse effects, avoided where possible and mitigated if necessary" may be better
· If a proposal had a significant impact it would go through an EIA. Will that explanation be set out in any accompanying text?
· Policy would be better if it said certain sites were deemed unacceptable so some sites should be picked for less intrusive technologies.
· Need a standard against which to test the policy.
· Many of the council's own plans/policies will cover these issues. Which policies/plans would take precedence? Although there ought to be no conflict. If locally you chose to go more strongly on a policy, then presumably they would go with the local policy?
· Which policy covers sustainable design of facilities?
· Policy too weak - if you had a policy with "unacceptable" in it allows people to get away with too much.
· Policy doesn't mention health.
· What does adequate mean? Needs strengthening.
· Possible alternative to third point: " Noise, dust, litter, odours and other emissions are monitored and controlled so as to prevent any adverse health effects"
· Summary: 

· Rather weak because of use of words ‘unacceptable’ and ‘adequate’

· Content doesn't reflect the title as no reference to mitigation

· Biodiversity should be specifically mentioned

· Should be a wider policy description

· And should include something on health
Policy 5 – Traffic impacts and sensitive vehicle routing

Mouchel’s initial appraisal
	Introduction

Transport represents a major potential environmental impact of new waste developments.  This is particularly true of the more localised impacts, such as air quality, dust, noise, congestion and health and safety.  Such impacts have been a major concern of the public consultation.  However, well sited, and well managed facilities can ensure such impacts are minimised.

Traffic impacts are required to be addressed by PPS10 and NLWP 5 seeks to ensure that localised impacts are adequately addressed by developers.

	Original policy

Proposals will be permitted where:

· Access arrangements are adequate for the volume and nature of traffic generated by the proposal;

· No unacceptable safety hazards for other road users, cyclists or pedestrians would be generated;

· The level of traffic generated would not exceed the capacity of the local road network;

· No unacceptable adverse impact upon existing highway conditions in terms of traffic congestion and parking would arise;

· There are adequate arrangements for on-site vehicle manoeuvring, parking and loading/unloading areas;

· Any adverse impacts that would arise from the proposal can be satisfactorily mitigated by routing controls or other highway improvements.
	Appraisal commentary

Through sensitive vehicle routing, there will be no increase in safety hazards or transportation (and related i.e. air pollution) impacts. In addition, if sites are proposed where traffic access is already good, then waste operators/investors are more likely to locate on these sites due to the fact such sites will be easier to adapt to waste management uses. This may indirectly encourage inward investment. 

Consider deleting “satisfactory” from final bullet point.



	Summary
	Social
	↑
	Environmental
	↑
	Economic
	↑


Revised policy wording

Waste development proposals, including those on existing sites as given in schedules A and B will be permitted where:

· access arrangements are adequate for the volume and nature of traffic generated by the proposal

· no unacceptable safety hazards for other road users, cyclists or pedestrians would be generated

· the level of traffic generated would not exceed the capacity of the local road network

· no unacceptable adverse impact upon existing highway conditions in terms of traffic congestion and parking would arise

· there are adequate arrangements for on-site vehicle manoeuvring, parking and loading/unloading areas

· any adverse impacts that would arise from the proposal can be satisfactorily mitigated by routing controls or other highway improvements

The above would need to be objectively demonstrated through the required Transport Impact Assessment where development over 10,000 tonnes per annum is proposed.

Comments from workshop participants (group 2)

· Would TIA normally include a travel plan? Need a TIA after a certain point (e.g. 10,000 tonnes per year)
· Could there be an extra bullet point - minimising the environmental impact – e.g. using bio-fuels. Minimising of staff movement.
· False split between road, water & rail.  TIA should be done whether you use road, water or rail. Should be thought about holistically.
· What is an acceptable safety hazard?  Would mitigation offset this?  Last bullet point all but mentions mitigation. Perhaps it could be broadened out?
· Can walking and cycling be made possible through larger sites.  Need to make them as permeable as possible.
· If a proposal does come forward to use the water, is there a policy that relates to that?  
· There have been some trials to move waste by water.  Hackney and Haringey were trying something with loading containers on to boats.
· Air quality impact from trucks.  Traffic would have as big an impact as the facility, e.g. waste facility on Holloway Road.
· Take out ‘unacceptables’ and ‘adequates’.
· Level of traffic generated - when viewed with other development activity in the area. A waste site could take up too much of the capacity and result in land blight
· What do you do when you give the planning consent and then find out that it generates twice the traffic originally proposed?  
· Summary:  

· Don't like ‘adequate’ and ‘unacceptable’. 

· Policy needs to be linked to policy no. 12 and should also link to borough travel plans. 

· Reference to mitigation could be strengthened. 

· Air quality should be included as an adverse impact.  

· Should take account of surrounding developments.  

· Travel plan that manages carbon emissions e.g. low emission vehicles.
Policy 6 – Water quality and flooding considerations

Mouchel’s initial appraisal
	Introduction

Given the predicted impacts of climate change, the sustainable management of our water resource is as vital as the reduction of carbon emissions.

Policy NLWP 6 seeks to ensure that developers demonstrate the extent to which their proposals make the most efficient use of water resources.

	Original policy

Waste development proposals will be permitted if it can be demonstrated that:

· There will be no significant impact on the quality of surface and groundwater.

· Disposal is proposed below the water table, the proposal includes a comprehensive groundwater management plan.
· There will be no net loss of flood plain, nor an increased risk of flooding as a result of increased surface water run-off.
· There would be no significant impact on the nature conservation and amenity value of rivers and wetlands.
	Appraisal commentary

Considerations of water quality and flooding will have regional benefits, both directly and secondary to health, flora and fauna. The touristic value will remain the same (or be enhanced) through protection of nature conservation areas. Sustainable design and construction will be encouraged through the development of flood adaptation strategies.

However it remains uncertain as to the effect on the plan area image if disposal of waste is below the water table.

A “Significant impact” can only be determined at the EIA stage.

	Summary
	Social
	↑
	Environmental
	↑↑
	Economic
	↑


Comments from workshop participants (group 2)

· What are the options for sub water table plans?
· Could include reference to methane release?  
· Could be strengthened, e.g. could reduce the flood risk rather than maintain it and should enhance biodiversity/natural environment.
· If use a lot of water, then that water will go into the drains and increase flood risk.  That’s an issue in Edmonton – have to contain run off.
· Doesn’t mention water efficiency – is that a particular issue for waste?
· What’s the definition of significant? Should that be specified?
· Climate change doesn’t get a mention. Considering it’s the driving force it should do.  E.g. reference to energy efficiency.  
· How did the climate change indicators score in the appraisal?
· Would the EA be able to advise on wording re water quality?
· Summary:  

· Use of the word ‘significant’ needs to be defined or taken out

· In general it’s all about prevention instead of enhancing the benefits

· Reference to disposal below the water table needs some explanation 

· Should be reference to efficiency of water use

· Perhaps the EA could provide some wording on water quality and management?

· Include or cross reference to policy on brown/green roofs, SUDS etc and include sustainable design.
Policy 7 – Visual impact and design

Mouchel’s initial appraisal
	Introduction

If well designed and sited properly, modern waste facilities need not have excessive local impact.   Indeed, they can represent a positive addition.

Policy NLWP 7 seeks to ensure that developers demonstrate that design considerations have been built into their proposals and negative impacts have been mitigated.

	Original policy

The design, siting and appearance of proposals shall; 

· Complement the existing topography and vegetation.

· Use materials and colouring appropriate to the location.
· Incorporate landscape proposals as an integral part of the overall development of the site.
· Where appropriate, use high quality, innovative designs.
Proposals that would have an unacceptable adverse visual impact or would have an unacceptable adverse effect on adjoining land by virtue of the scale and location of the development will not be permitted unless satisfactory mitigation measures are incorporated.
	Appraisal commentary

This policy will result in positive impacts of both a direct and secondary nature in relation to the landscape and townscape and local environmental quality. This will also lead to positive effects on biodiversity and image. 

The effect that high quality designs will have on sustainable design and construction is uncertain and this requirement (including the need for innovation) may deter some investors.



	Summary
	Social
	↑
	Environmental
	↑
	Economic
	↓


Comments from workshop participants (group 2)

· "unacceptable adverse visual impact" – how is this defined?
· Highly unlikely that developers would do alot to screen development.
· ‘where appropriate’ use high quality, innovative designs – should be strengthened
· Definitely take out the word ‘unacceptable’.
· Could say use "use high quality materials and, where appropriate, innovative designs". 

· Bullets one and two are quite specific.  What does 'complement existing vegetation' mean?
· Should mention mitigation. If take out the two ‘unacceptables’ that would balance it up as then comes in with mitigation.  Then you can have an argument over unsatisfactory.
· If you had appropriate instead of unsatisfactory would that help?
· Might accept adverse visual impact if wider benefits.  Can have compensatory impacts/benefits e.g. education centre.  
· Summary: 

· Starts off by being precise and then becomes too broad

· Bullet point on high quality design should be changed

· Remove later two ‘unacceptables’ and provide some guidance on what satisfactory means

· Expand the policy to include sustainable design
Policy 8 – Safeguarding of existing sites and compensatory site provision

Mouchel’s initial appraisal
	Introduction

If North London is to make its fair contribution to London’s self sufficiency, it is vital that it protects its current waste sites.  This is also required by the London Plan.

This does not mean that no flexibility exists to consider alternative developments on waste sites.  It means that there should be a presumption that such sites are safeguarded but if they are to be developed for alternative use provision that is equal in both scale and quality is required.  There will be no net loss in the amount and quality of existing waste sites.

	Original policy

Land accommodating existing waste management uses in North London will be safeguarded. Other forms of development at these sites will not be considered unless compensatory and equal provision is made elsewhere within the seven North London boroughs.
	Appraisal commentary

The impacts of this policy are uncertain because existing sites may not have been selected in accordance with current site selection criteria.

If the sites have been safeguarded for waste management purposes then other forms of development cannot be considered.

	Summary
	Social
	↕
	Environmental
	↕
	Economic
	↕


Comments from workshop participants (group 3)

· Does ‘equal provision’ refer to land area or processing capacity? This needs to be clarified and would be better if based on land area. Technology is increasing the capacity of facilities but if you base it on capacity, we could end up losing the overall land availability for waste facilities

· Could this policy look at opportunities for environmental and social enhancement?

· A lot of the existing sites are not suitable for their current uses because approaches have changed. It is important, therefore, that we safeguard the existing land area of the sites and not the existing uses. This also highlights the need for the existing sites to be assessed according to the existing criteria. We could then safeguard the appropriate sites not just have blanket safeguarding of all existing sites.

· However, need to bear in mind the economic effects of not safeguarding all existing sites

· We might need slightly different criteria for assessing the existing sites 

· Applying the policy of equal and compensatory provision is difficult to apply in practice

· We need a rational justification for safeguarding any site

· Times and technologies change so this policy needs to be subject to periodic review

Policy 9 – Re-processing and re-manufacturing

Mouchel’s initial appraisal
	Introduction

Although not formally defined as waste management facilities, those that transform waste materials into new products represent a crucial component of a sustainable approach to waste and resource management.

Equally, in scale, operation and design, many of these facilities are similar to waste facilities.  The developers of such facilities also need the confidence of allocated sites within the planning system and appropriate policies to support them.

	Original policy

Re-processing and re-manufacturing capacity of waste materials is a vital part of efficient resource management. To enable development of such infrastructure any proposals coming forward for such facilities on either existing or allocated waste sites will be permitted where they can demonstrate that they are prioritising material supplies from North and Greater London whilst not reducing the overall capacity of the waste management systems in North London.
	Appraisal commentary

Prioritising material supplies from North and Greater London will benefit the image of the plan area, reduce transportation distances regionally and increase the competitiveness and productivity of the local waste sites.

The policy will directly provide development opportunities, move waste up the hierarchy, utilise resources and promote growth and an investment climate.

	Summary
	Social
	↑
	Environmental
	↑↑
	Economic
	↑


Comments from workshop participants (group 1)

· The economic implications are regional rather than local.

· “Where they can demonstrate”: in reality this may depend on market conditions and may not be immediately achievable. Supporting text could say that not necessarily an immediate requirement and think about a timetable for implementation of this.

· “while not reducing overall capacity of waste management system in North London”. It is not clear what this means and this should be clarified.

Policy 10 – Incorporation of waste management considerations in design

Mouchel’s initial appraisal
	Introduction

In designing new developments it is important that consideration is given as to how the design and layout can support greater re-use, recycling and composting.

This could include design features to do with the appropriate storage of recyclables and collection or could include the incorporation of small scale processing facilities into the overall site design.  Recent work by the Greater London Authority has demonstrated how such incorporation can work in design terms.

	Original policy

All new developments must demonstrate how consideration has been given to the design of features that maximise sustainable waste behaviour. This could include but is not restricted to:

· Appropriate internal and external storage space for recyclables.

· Adequate road layout and space for waste collection vehicles and/or alternative collection systems.
· Garden space and provision for home or community composting.
· On site management of waste.
	Appraisal commentary

This will directly influence sustainable design and encourage recycling. Many secondary impacts will result from this policy including safer storage of materials, reduced accident potential, reduction in illegal dumping, an improved image and opportunities for awareness raising and encouragement of appropriate utilisation of waste related resources.

In addition to the above, on-site management of waste including composting reduces the need to travel and also the distance travelled by waste. Garden space provision will encourage biodiversity.

	Summary
	Social
	↑
	Environmental
	↑
	Economic
	↑


Revised policy wording

All new developments must demonstrate that features that maximise sustainable waste behaviour have been integrated within the design of the proposed development. This could include but is not restricted to:

· Appropriate internal and external storage space for recyclables;

· Adequate road layout and space for waste collection vehicles and or alternative collection systems;

· Garden space and provision for home or community composting

· On site management of waste

Comments from workshop participants (group 3)

· ‘Could’ include is a get-out. This needs to be changed to ‘will’ or ‘does’ include. All of the things in the list have to be included

· One possible addition to the list – inclusion of community anaerobic digestion facility or other energy from waste facility. Would this put developers off? Probably not – there are a number of schemes in North London where such things are already being talked about

· These things can’t be retrofitted so it’s important that these things are incorporated at the design stage, like they are in the Olympics development. This should be emphasised in the policy.

· Another issue which could be addressed is the use of food macerators. These cause major problems for the water industry. Thames Water are opposed to them.

· The opening paragraph could be strengthened – planning for waste needs to be an integral part of the design of the development.

· Home composting might not be the best option?
Policy 11 – Decentralised energy considerations

Mouchel’s initial appraisal
	Introduction

The provision of decentralised energy can make a significant contribution to London’s reduction of carbon emissions and the tacking of climate change.

The Mayor’s Climate Chance Action Plan and the London Plan seek 25% of London’s energy be supplied through decentralised energy by 2025 rising to 50% by 2050 and that new developments deliver 20% carbon reductions through the provision of on site renewables.

Many modern waste processing facilities produce waste heat that could be used in district heating schemes, thus adding to the capital’s decentralised energy target.  Additionally, many of these facilities, if processing certain kinds of waste in order to generate energy are classed as ‘renewable’ technology and could contribute to a developments 20% renewable target if directly supplying energy to a new development.

	Original policy

All waste facilities that are capable of directly producing energy or an energy producing fuel must demonstrate that active consideration has been given to:

1. The local use of any heat either in an existing heat network or in the creation of a new network

2. The utilisation of biogas/syngas in Combined Heat and Power Facilities, either directly through piped supply or indirectly through pressurisation and transport.
	Appraisal commentary

This policy directly maximises the opportunities from waste management activities. It will result in reduced emissions from other sources of energy used to heat buildings and improved energy efficiency. The image of a sustainable North London will be promoted and opportunities for education, awareness raising and novel ideas will be provided.

However, there is uncertainty upon the potential visual impacts associated with CHP i.e. through the pipes etc.

	Summary
	Social
	↑
	Environmental
	↑
	Economic
	↑


Comments from workshop participants (group 3)

· If you have lots of small facilities which fall below the threshold for Environment Agency permitting and regulations, this could have major cumulative impacts on air quality. We need to think about how this is managed. There is a need for local authority monitoring and control of these issues.

· ‘biogas/syngas’ is too restrictive. It wouldn’t include, for example, fuel pellets. Use of the word ‘fuel’ would be simpler and less restrictive.

· ‘active consideration’ – needs to be worded more strongly.
Policy 12 – Alternative transport

Mouchel’s initial appraisal
	Introduction

London Plan, Sustainability objectives, consultation responses

It is important that wherever it is practical that modes other than road based transport are considered for both inward and outward movements to and from proposed waste facilities.

If a development is proposed on a site with proximate access to either water or rail, the developer will need to demonstrate that active consideration has been given to the use of such modes.

	Original policy

Proposals for development will need to demonstrate that active consideration has been given to the use of transport modes other than road, principally by water and rail.


	Appraisal commentary

The impacts of this policy will be felt both locally and regionally. Consideration of alternative transport modes is likely to result in reduced traffic, accidents, congestion and consequent health and environmental impacts arising from pollutants. Opportunities for inward investment are also provided.

The impacts of increased traffic on the waterways (concerning water quality and biodiversity) however, are uncertain. It is also unknown whether use of alternative transport modes will reduce the distance that waste will travel.

	Summary
	Social
	↑↑
	Environmental
	↕↕
	Economic
	↑


Comments from workshop participants (group 3)
· ‘active consideration’ is not a binding phrase. There is a need to strengthen the policy wording

· Specifying water and rail may be too restrictive. What about the use of underground pipes, as in the new Wembley stadium?

· Water and rail are only efficient forms of transportation over long distances so how does that fit with the proximity principle, as expressed in policy 3?

· ‘Alternative transport’ is the wrong term. We need to be thinking about overall efficiency and sustainability of transportation options. Suggest ‘sustainable transport’.
· The policy needs to take logistical issues into consideration

· The policy needs to specify that it refers to waste management facilities

· Suggested wording for a new policy – ‘Proposals for development will need to demonstrate the use of sustainable transport modes principally by water and rail.
Policy 13 – Provision of capacity for the management of construction, demolition and excavation wastes

This policy has not yet been appraised by Mouchel so the workshop participants were simply asked to consider what the social, economic and environmental impacts of the policy would be and how the policy might be improved. 

Introduction

The London Plan requires that boroughs make provision towards self-sufficiency for the management of all wastes including construction, demolition and excavation waste and hazardous waste.

By 2021, north London will need to be managing in the region of 1.5 million tonnes of construction, demolition and excavation wastes.

The majority of this waste is recycled and reused on site due to the high costs of transporting it and of landfill. This trend will continue and increase as landfill costs, primary aggregate costs and transport costs all rise in the future. It is now commonplace for well managed development sites to achieve on site recycle and reuse rates of over 90%.

The North London Waste Plan does not therefore need to make any additional site provision for this waste stream. However, policy is required to confirm the intention that north London boroughs will require all development projects to set aside land during demolition and/or construction phases for temporary facilities to enable high rates of recycling and re-use.

Proposed policy wording

All development in north London will make on site provision for the recycling and re-use of construction and demolition of wastes during the construction programme.

Comments from workshop participants (group 1)

· Social impacts:  

· If recycling aggregates on site there will be noise and dust. But systems can be set up to control this

· Not carting material in and out if being reused on site

· Economic impacts: 

· Costly for developers

· But resource efficiency often makes economic sense

· Environmental impacts: 

· Need to be able to separate out hazardous waste.

· Could lead to increase in flytipping

· Good because reusing resources

· Dust point above

· Suggested improvements:

· Needs reference to site waste management plans: threshold required for these; depends what boroughs are putting in other documents; (Camden threshold is 5 units or above)

· Refer to need for waste minimisation in first place

· Put in need for environmental controls

· Should be “recycling or reuse”

Policy 14 – Provision of capacity for the management of hazardous waste
This policy has not yet been appraised by Mouchel so the workshop participants were simply asked to consider what the social, economic and environmental impacts of the policy would be and how the policy might be improved. 

Introduction

North London is estimated to produce around 60,000 tonnes of hazardous waste, a highly diverse waste stream requiring a range of specialist treatment depending on its type. North London already has some capacity for the management of this stream.

The management of this waste is of real importance. However, it is not possible to plan for this waste stream at the sub regional level, as emphasised by Policy 4A.29 within the London Plan. This states that the Mayor will work with the boroughs, Environment Agency and industry to ascertain regional capacity needs.

In the absence of this evidence base there is no rational way for the north London boroughs to make specific provision for hazardous waste management capacity. Therefore the preferred option is to not make specific provision for additional hazardous waste facilities.

Proposed policy wording

The seven north London boroughs recognise the importance of ensuring that London has enough capacity to manage its own hazardous waste as self-sufficiently as possible. While no specific provision has been made within this plan, applications for such facilities will be assessed against the policies contained in this plan and boroughs’ local development documents. Provision of capacity for hazardous waste will be kept continually under review and will be reviewed subject to new evidence and policy produced by the Mayor of London and Environment Agency

Comments from workshop participants (group 1)

· Agreed that the risk from hazardous waste and potential environmental effects are high.

· This is not a policy but more of a statement 

· The policy appears vague and not terribly helpful. However on further discussion, it was recognised that this is a difficult area and no concrete improvements to the policy could be suggested. 

· Recognised that more evidence base required about amounts and types of hazardous wastes.

· Recognised that it might not be practical or economic for North London to be self-sufficient in hazardous waste.

· Suggestion that developers would need to justify need for stand alone facility in North London.

End of session Q&A

	Q
	Policy 2.  What can you do about waste minimisation in a land use policy?

	A
	It's all about what councils are doing as a whole. The planning system is no longer just about land use. When we started the process it was thought that waste minimisation wasn't an issue but feedback was so resounding at consultation that it has to be included.  This is a first attempt at weaving it in.

	Q
	Worry about the word "seeking" in bullet point no. 3 of policy 2.

	A
	Noted

	Q
	Policy 6, bullet point 2. Shouldn't it start with "if"? Or should that bullet come out all together?  Using the word ‘disposal’ suggests there may be landfill.  

	C
	Incineration is currently classified as disposal

	Q
	Policy 10 is just a more detailed policy 2?  So 2 & 10 could be merged together.

	A
	Noted

	C
	Policy 10. Home and community composting may not necessarily be the greenest option if it means you are just discharging the methane into the atmosphere. Methane can still be released. 

	C
	Collecting food waste may also be questionable - wouldn't all the energy taken to collect the compost outweigh benefits?

	C
	Policy 11. The wording ‘give active consideration isn't strong enough’ and doesn't comply with the London Plan.  Borough policies would go a lot further.

	C
	Policy 11. Revising the wording to include non gaseous fuels may generate more air quality issues.  Lots of CHP plants might be incompatible with air quality targets.  

	C
	Policy 12. The alternative modes could be used for long distance transportation of other materials apart from waste so could be blocking potential use for other purposes.  

	C
	Policy 14. EA should be able to provide some info on hazardous waste.

	Q
	Policy 14. Where does asbestos go now?  How is it dealt with?

	A
	Currently, we believe it goes to landfill, possibly in Kent.
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