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1 The North London Waste Plan is the Joint Waste Development Plan Document which forms 

part of the Local Development Framework of the seven North London Boroughs to which this 

document applies. For the purposes of this report, it is referred to as the North London Waste 

Plan. 



 

 

This Report has been prepared for the London Borough of Camden on behalf of the 
seven North London Boroughs (Barnet, Enfield, Hackney, Haringey, Islington and 
Waltham Forest) in respect of “Sustainability Appraisal of the North London Waste Plan” 
and may not be used or relied on by any other person or by the client in relation to any 
other matters not covered specifically by the scope of this Report. 

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in the Report, Mouchel is obliged to 
exercise reasonable skill, care and diligence in the performance of the services required 
by the London Borough of Camden and Mouchel shall not be liable except to the extent 
that it has failed to exercise reasonable skill, care and diligence, and this report shall be 
read and construed accordingly. 

This Report has been prepared by Mouchel. No individual is personally liable in 
connection with the preparation of this Report. By receiving this Report and acting on it, 
the client or any other person accepts that no individual is personally liable whether in 
contract, tort, for breach of statutory duty or otherwise. 
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1 Executive Summary 

This report presents the results of the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Commentary on 
the Issues and Options Report of the Joint Waste Development Plan Document 
(Waste DPD).  The Waste DPD is also known as the North London Waste Plan 
(NLWP).  

The first step of the SA Commentary was to assess the compatibility of the NLWP 
aims and objectives against the SA objectives. No incompatibilities were found. 
Subsequently the SA Framework (developed during the scoping stage of the SA) 
was applied to each of the Issues and Options to assess the level of sustainability 
impact and identify whether this was positive or negative. The results show mixed 
impacts. Positive impacts have been associated with increased accessibility, public 
participation, economic development, enhanced environment and local quality, 
encouraging alternative forms of transport and technology and increased 
competitiveness and investment opportunities. Negative impacts have been 
associated with limiting economic and social inclusion opportunities, degrading or 
limiting enhancement opportunities of the natural environment and possible 
increases in waste related crime.  
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2 Introduction 

This report has been prepared by Mouchel for the London Borough of Camden, on 
behalf of the seven North London Borough councils (Barnet, Camden, Enfield, 
Hackney, Haringey, Islington, Waltham Forest) participating in the development of 
the Joint Waste Development Plan Document (Waste DPD). The proposed waste 
DPD is also known as the North London Waste Plan (NLWP) and will be referred to 
as such henceforth. It represents a “sustainability commentary” on the issues and 
options for the North London Waste Plan.  

2.1 The North London Waste Plan 
2.1.1 Background 

The production of the North London Waste Plan will be a process of joint working 
between the seven North London boroughs in compliance with the requirements of 
the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004); Planning Policy Statement 
(PPS) 10: Planning for Sustainable Waste Management; PPS12: Local Development 
Frameworks; PPS1: Delivering Sustainable Communities; The London Plan (the 
Major of London’s spatial development strategy for the capital); and other 
government guidance. The joint approach is being adopted because the seven North 
London Boroughs recognise the importance of a strategic approach in planning for 
sustainable waste management and have a history of working together on waste 
issues through the North London Waste Authority (NLWA)2. 

2.1.2 Aims 
The issues and options report for the NLWP contains 12 objectives which are 
intended to fulfil the general aims of the plan in providing suitable and viable sites for 
future waste management needs, and which contribute to the North London area’s 
economic, social and environmental qualities in an open, transparent and inclusive 
way. 

The objectives are as follows: 

�  Through policies and proposals, to ensure that North London’s waste is 
managed as far up the waste hierarchy3 as possible, to ensure environmental 
and economic benefits are maximised; 

�  Through appropriate safeguarding policies in borough’s Core Strategies, to 
ensure no net loss of existing waste sites; 

                                                

2 The NLWA is a waste disposal authority in contrast to the spatial planning role of the NLWP 

3 The waste hierarchy for preferred waste management options follows waste prevention, re-

use, recycle/compost, energy recovery and disposal. Please refer to Figure 1 in the Issues 

and Options Report for further information. 
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�  To identify, through a rigorous methodology, a range of practical and 
sustainable sites capable of managing, within North London, the amounts of 
waste as given in the London Plan; 

�  Through rigorous and proportional development control policies, to ensure 
that all waste developments accord to high standards of design, build and 
operation; 

�  To integrate the North London Waste Plan with the key aims and objectives 
of the boroughs’ Community Strategies; 

�  To integrate with the North London Joint Waste Strategy for municipal waste 
management; 

�  To ensure that the Sustainability Appraisal is fully integrated in the plan 
making process; 

�  To promote sustainable development within the plan through the integration 
of social, environmental and economic considerations; 

�  To undertake a programme of consultation and stakeholder engagement that 
is fully compliant with each of the seven borough’s Statements of Community 
Involvement and with all statutory requirements; 

�  To engage and consult at the earliest possible opportunity in order to provide 
people with the maximum opportunity to make their views known and to allow 
the fullest information base for the development of the plan; 

�  To ensure that the programme of consultation is itself as inclusive as 
possible.  North London is fortunate in having a rich and diverse range of 
communities.  A number of different approaches will be used to enable these 
communities to actively participate. 

�  To engage with key stakeholders through the proposed London Waste and 
Recycling Board to deliver practical solutions for sustainable waste 
management in North London. 

The NLWP will, once adopted, provide a framework of identified sites, suitable for 
waste facilities and meeting North London’s future needs for the management of all 
waste streams and types. The following waste streams are included within the plan: 
Municipal Solid Waste (MSW); Commercial and Industrial Waste; Construction, 
Demolition and Excavation Waste; Hazardous Waste and Agricultural Waste. 
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The plan will also sit alongside the North London Joint Waste Strategy (NLJWS)4 
and make sure that adequate sites are provided through which the household and 
other waste collected by North London’s authorities can be sustainably managed in 
the future. The NLWP is a Local Development Document (LDD) and will become part 
of each authority’s own Local Development Framework (LDF). The LDF will replace 
each authority’s existing Unitary Development Plan (UDP).  

2.1.3 Consultation 
Consultation is a key requirement of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
(2004). In order to comply with this act, the NLWP is supported by a consultation 
strategy which is in line with all Boroughs’ Statements of Community Involvement. 
Extensive public consultation is designed to allow for public opinions to be raised, 
considered and discussed and ultimately to manage possible tensions between 
potential planning constraints and the clear need for waste treatment facilities. 
Consultation should take place early enough in the process for people to be able to 
have a genuine input into decision making rather than being asked for their views on 
proposals that have already been decided upon5.   

2.2 Sustainability Appraisal 
The planning system put in place by the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004 requires that Local Development Documents, which include Development Plan 
Documents and Supplementary Plan Documents, are subject to a Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA). 

This SA needs to incorporate the requirements of PPS12: Local Development 
Frameworks and the SEA Directive and should be based on the methodology set out 
in the ODPM (now DCLG) document ‘Sustainability Appraisal of Regional Spatial 
Strategies and Local Development Documents’ (November 2005). 

The SA process needs to be fully integrated into the planning system to ensure that 
conclusions from the appraisal inform planning decisions.  The first stage in the SA 
process involved production of an SA Scoping Report.  The Scoping Report’s 
purpose was to set the context and baseline information in order to provide a starting 
point from which to appraise the effects of implementing the NLWP.  To provide a 
sound basis for analysis, the report also identified relevant plans and programmes, 
key sustainability issues and problems and detailed a Sustainability Framework 
through which the appraisal can take place. 

                                                

4 The NLJWS is being prepared by the NLWA and the seven North London Boroughs to set 

out the management of municipal waste up to 2020. One of its key aims is to move 

management of this waste up the waste hierarchy (further information is available at 

www.nlondon-waste.gov.uk). 

5 London Borough of Barnet, Statement of Community Involvement, Submission 

Consultation, June 2006. 
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The seven North London Boroughs are assessing each of the alternative options of 
the NLWP for their likely economic, environmental and social effects.  This will help 
to ensure that the planning policies which are included in the NLWP are in line with 
the aims of sustainable development.  

Stakeholder engagement workshops discussing the scope and content of the draft 
SA Scoping Report and the Sustainability Framework were held in April and May 
2007. Statutory consultation on the draft SA Scoping Report was undertaken during 
August and September 2007. A report of the workshops and copies of the Scoping 
Report can be found on the NLWP website (www.nlwp.net).  

The purpose of this Sustainability Commentary report is not to assess individual sites 
but to consider issues and general options so that these considerations will inform 
the site selection process. Broad locations suitable for recycling and waste treatment 
facilities are identified in the Early Alterations to the London Plan and are shown in 
the Issues and Options Report6. These have already been subject to a SA/SEA as 
part of the production of those early alterations.  Individual sites will be subject to SA 
when they are identified at the preferred options stage.  

2.3 Habitat Directive Assessment 
As part of the SA process, a screening assessment must be undertaken to 
determine whether or not there is a need to undertake a Habitat Directive 
Assessment (HDA), also known as an Appropriate Assessment (AA). This is in 
accordance with Article 6(3) and (4) of the European Communities (1992) Council 
Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and 
flora (‘Habitats Directive’). The EU Habitats Directive and Birds Directive are 
implemented in the UK through the Conservation (Natural Habitats & C) Regulations 
1994 (as amended).  

The screening assessment identifies whether the plan or project is likely to have a 
significant effect on European designated conservation sites, either alone or 
cumulatively. Such designated sites include Special Protection Areas (SPAs), 
Special Areas for Conservation (SACs) and RAMSAR sites (wetlands of international 
importance designated under the Ramsar convention). If it is unlikely that the plan or 
project will have a significant effect upon these sites, then there is no need to 
proceed to an HDA.  

If however it is considered likely that there will be significant effects on the 
designated sites, an HDA must be undertaken. The HDA will then determine whether 
or not the plan or project (either alone or cumulatively) will lead to an adverse impact 
on the site’s integrity. Mitigation and alternative measures may be adopted if it is 
determined that the plan or project is likely to significantly impact upon the site.  

                                                

6 Major of London, The London Plan, Spatial Development Strategy for Greater London, 

Housing Provision Targets, Waste and Minerals Alterations, December 2006 
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Within the area covered by the NLWP there are two such designated sites (Lee 
Valley RAMSAR and Epping Forest SAC). It is worth noting that the screening 
exercise will extend to a 10 km boundary around the geographical extent of the plan 
area. HDA is being undertaken in parallel with SA/SEA and focuses on the potential 
impacts of the NLWP upon these internationally designated sites. To avoid 
duplication SA/SEA will focus on impacts on nationally designated sites such as 
National Nature Reserves and Sites of Special Scientific Interest, as well as those 
covered by regional and local designations. The SA/SEA Environmental Report will 
include a summary of the results of the screening assessment and if required, the 
HDA so that it documents sustainability considerations for all nature conservation 
sites. 

The first stage screening results of the HDA are being presented as a separate 
document alongside this Sustainability Commentary report. This document can be 
accessed via the NLWP website (www.nlwp.net). 

2.4 Equality Impact Assessment 
Under certain legislative requirements, it is necessary to consider the impacts of 
policies and strategies upon certain equality target groups. These are the Race 
Relations (Amendment) Act 2000; Disability Discrimination (Amendment) Act 2005; 
Equality Act 2006 and Gender Equality Duty 2007. An Equality Impact Assessment 
(EqIA) takes into account all of the existing enforced legislation and also impending 
and probable future legal requirements therefore ensuring that it is line with diversity 
groups highlighted by the recently established Equality and Human Rights 
Commission (EHRC). It also is line with the requirements of the Equality Standard for 
Local Government and a best value indicator. 

An EqIA is being undertaken alongside the SA commentary and will focus on the 
impacts on six equality target strands. These are as follows. 

·  Age 

·  Disability 

·  Faith 

·  Gender 

·  Race 

·  Sexuality 

The assessment will consider the impacts of the options identifying any positive 
and/or negative/adverse impacts. If any significant negative impacts are identified, 
then an action plan aimed at minimising these impacts will be developed. 
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The SA/SEA Environmental Report will include a summary of the results of the EqIA 
so that it documents specific positive and negative implications on societal groups. 
The first stage screening results of the EqIA are being presented alongside this 
Sustainability Commentary report. These results can be accessed via the NLWP 
website (www.nlwp.net). 
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3 SA Methodology 

3.1 SA Objectives 
This stage of the SA has included a comparison of the NLWP aims and objectives 
(Table 3.1.1) with the proposed SA objectives (Table 3.1.2). 

Table 3.1.1 NLWP Aims and Objectives 

No. Aims 

1 To provide a range of suitable and viable sites to meet the North London Borough’s future 
waste management needs and increased self sufficiency. The land use planning policies to 
support the identified sites will be contained within the North London borough’s local 
development framework core strategies and development control documents. 

2 To maximise the contribution of the plan to North London’s environment, economy and society. 
The plan will both reflect and feed into North London’s wider needs to ensure an integrated 
approach to improving quality of life across the area.  

3 To prepare the plan in an open, transparent and inclusive way, ensuring the fullest possible 
involvement of North London’s communities at the earliest opportunity. The involvement of 
North London’s communities will serve to make a better plan. 

No. Objectives 

1 Through policies and proposals, to ensure that North London’s waste is managed as far up the 
waste hierarchy as possible, to ensure environmental and economic benefits are maximised. 

2 Through appropriate safeguarding policies in boroughs Core Strategies, to ensure no net loss 
of existing waste sites. 

3 To identify, through a rigorous methodology, a range of practical and sustainable sites capable 
of managing, within North London, the amounts of waste as given in the London Plan. 

4 Through rigorous and proportional Development Control policies, to ensure that all waste 
developments accord to high standards of design, build and operation. 

5 To integrate the North London Waste Plan with the key aims and objectives of the boroughs’ 
Community Strategies. 

6 To integrate with the North London Joint Waste Strategy for municipal waste management. 

7 To ensure that the Sustainability Appraisal is fully integrated in the Plan making process. 

8 To promote sustainable development within the Plan through the integration of social, 
environmental and economic considerations. 

9 To undertake a programme of consultation and stakeholder engagement that is fully compliant 
with each of the seven boroughs Statements of Community Involvement and with all statutory 
requirements. 

10 To engage and consult at the earliest possible opportunity in order to provide people with the 
maximum opportunity to make their views known and to allow the fullest information base for 
the development of the Plan. 
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11 To ensure that the programme of consultation is itself as inclusive as possible.  North London is 
fortunate in having a rich and diverse range of communities.  A number of different approaches 
will be used to enable these communities to actively participate. 

12 To engage with key stakeholders through the proposed London Waste and Recycling Board to 
deliver practical solutions for sustainable waste management in North London. 

 

Table 3.1.2 SA Objectives 

No Objective 

1 To create conditions to improve health and safety of community and workers, and reduce 
health inequalities 

2 To reduce waste related crime 

3 To actively challenge discrimination in a consistent and comprehensive way 

4 To contribute to reducing poverty and promoting social inclusion  

5 To improve the image of the North London Waste Plan area as an exemplary sustainable part 
of the city 

6 To protect, manage and, where necessary, improve local environmental quality 

7 To maintain, create, restore, enhance the quality and access of open spaces in the North 
London Waste Plan area 

8 To maximise opportunities of and benefits for development through waste management 
activities 

9 To ensure active voluntary and community engagement in decision making for waste planning 

10 To provide opportunities for waste education and awareness raising 

11 To reduce the need to travel and improve choice and use of more sustainable transport 
modes 

12 To reduce the kilometres travelled by waste 

13 To minimise the impacts of waste related transport by promoting sustainable transport 
including rail and water freight transport options 

14 To protect and enhance biodiversity 

15 To protect and improve surface and ground water quality 

16 To mitigate and adapt to climate change including flood risk 

17 To prevent air pollution or limit it to levels that do not damage natural systems (including 
human health) 

18 To reduce greenhouse gas emissions from waste management facilities, processes and 
transportation 

19 To encourage energy efficiency 

20 To maintain and enhance the quality, integrity and distinctiveness of North London�s 
landscape and townscape including its historic environment and cultural assets 
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21 To minimise the production of waste and increase reuse, recycling, composting and recovery 
rates 

22 To improve utilisation of waste related resources 

23 To reduce the amount of hazardous waste produced and treated, and minimise the hazardous 
properties of hazardous waste 

24 To actively promote clean technologies, particularly potential growth sectors of the 
environmental economy 

25 To ensure that North London uses natural resources more efficiently and sustainably, in 
particular land, mineral aggregates and water 

26 To promote sustainable design and construction techniques for both new and existing waste 
management facilities 

27 To create a climate for investment in North London, with a modern employment structure 
based on a combination of indigenous growth and inward investment 

28 To exploit the growth potential of business sectors, new and existing businesses and 
technologies for waste 

29 To ensure that inward investment projects are environmentally, socially and economically 
sustainable 

30 To improve the competitiveness and productivity of the local waste industry business 

31 To contribute towards the development of London’s tourism industry in ways that are 
economically, socially and environmentally beneficial 

 

Each of the NLWP aims and objectives were compared against each of the SA 
objectives to determine the extent to which they could be considered as compatible. 
Figure 3.1 illustrates the outcome of this comparison.  Discussion of the outcome is 
provided in Section 3.3.1. 

3.2 Sustainability Commentary 
During development of the issues and options for the NLWP, the draft Sustainability 
Framework set out in the SA Scoping Report was applied to each potential option.  
This involved four stages as follows. 

1. Where possible and practical agreeing a set of criteria which could be used to 
determine the possible impacts of individual options.  These took into account 
for example whether or not an effect can be considered as “local” i.e. 
appearing within the North London area, “regional” i.e. appearing throughout 
the North London area and further afield within the South East, or 
“widespread” i.e. impacting on other parts of the country outside the South 
East.  

2. Initial evaluation of issues and options and separation of options into those 
which could be considered as discrete alternatives, including where possible 
identification of the “do nothing” or “business as usual” option.  In most cases 
this is represented by policies contained within existing UDPs. 
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3. Evaluation of the selected options against the draft SA Framework.  This was 
undertaken by three competent sustainability professionals.  The work 
involved development of matrices showing the predicted effects of each 
option on each of the Sustainability Objectives taking into account factors 
such as the degree of the effect, the timescale over which it occurs (short, 
medium or long term), and its mode of impact (e.g. direct or indirect, primary 
or secondary, cumulative or synergistic).   

4. Interactive sessions with individuals responsible for preparing the issues and 
options to discuss the findings, understand any discrepancies and findings, 
and, where necessary, to refine issues and options. 

3.3 Outputs 
3.3.1 Compatibility of Objectives 

The results of the comparison of NLWP aims and objectives and SA objectives were 
recorded in the form of a matrix (Figure 3.1). No incompatibilities were identified and 
only one NLWP objective had no direct linkage to any of the SA objectives. This was 
objective 2, “Through appropriate safeguarding policies in borough’s Core 
Strategies, to ensure no net loss of existing waste sites”. However the SA objectives 
do refer to enhancing the productivity of the waste industry business and 
development of new businesses and technologies for waste which are indirectly 
compatible with this objective.   

Aim 2 and objectives 7, 8 and 12 of the NLWP were compatible with all of the SA 
objectives.    

3.3.2 Sustainability Commentary 
Outputs from stage 4 (Section 3.2), as informed by the output of ongoing 
consultation, were recorded in the form of a Sustainability Commentary (Section 4.2) 
in which the key findings were provided in association with each of the identified 
issues and options. The Sustainability Commentary was prepared to meet the 
requirements of ODPM guidance (para 3.39) “As each option is refined, a 
commentary on the key sustainability issues and problems arising must be prepared, 
with recommendations on how each of the options could be improved, e.g. through 
mitigation measures.” 

Output from stages 1 to 3 has been recorded in the form of criteria and screening 
matrices.  This will be used as a basis for the next stage in the SA process. Further 
clarification is provided of the outputs of stage 2, the identification of the “do nothing” 
or “business as usual” option in Section 4.  

3.4 Next Steps 
Following consultation on the Issues and Options for the NLWP and the associated 
Sustainability Commentary, a set of Preferred Options for the NLWP will be 
developed.  The draft SA Framework will also be refined taking into account the 
results of consultation on the SA Scoping Report.  The revised SA Framework will, in 
combination with work undertaken to date, be used in predicting and evaluating the 
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effects of the Preferred Options.  The results will be presented in a SA Report which 
will be available for consultation as part of the statutory consultation on the NLWP at 
the Preferred Options stage. 
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NB. 
Green 
indicates direct 
compatibility 
between 
aims/objectives 
and objectives 
                                         
Uncoloured 
indicates no 
linkage between 
objectives 
 
No 
incompatibilities 
between 
aims/objectives 
and objectives 
were identified SA Objectives 

Figure 3.1 Compatibility of NLWP Aims and Objectives Against Sustainability Appraisal Objectives 
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4 Results 

4.1 Business as Usual Scenario 
As explained in Section 3.2, in undertaking the Sustainability Appraisal of the North 
London Waste Plan it is important to consider the impacts of different Issues and 
Options against the “do nothing” or “business as usual” baseline.  The existing 
baseline and predicted future trends have been set out in the SA Scoping Report 
and the Issues and Options Report; the existing baseline against which the 
Sustainability Commentary has been prepared is as set out below. 

4.1.1 Wastes Arising 
In 2005/06 the North London area produced approximately 950,800 te of municipal 
solid waste of which 18 % was recycled, 35 % sent for energy recovery and 47 % 
disposed of to landfill.  The area also produced approximately 1.6 million te of 
commercial and industrial waste of which 41 % was recycled and 43 % was 
disposed of to landfill. 

Data on construction, demolition and excavation waste arisings are not currently 
available for the North London area.   

In 2004, hazardous waste arisings in North London amounted to approximately 
63,400 te. Less than 1,000 te of this waste was managed in the North London and 
Western Riverside London sub regions in 2003. 

In 2003, agricultural activity in the London region produced only 35,000 te of waste, 
the majority of which was compostable and/or digestible.   

Overall, in 2005/06, the seven North London authorities and the North London Waste 
Authority achieved recycling rates ranging from 16.2 % to 27.5 %.   

4.1.2 Existing Waste Management Facilities 
4.1.2.1 Number, Type and Distribution 

There are 71 licensed waste management facilities in the North London area. Of 
these sites, there are: 

·  No disposal sites; 

·  36 transfer and bulking sites; and  

·  35 treatment facilities which treat waste through recycling, composting or 
energy recovery.   

Over one third of these facilities are located in Enfield.  Barnet, Haringey and 
Waltham Forest also have a reasonable number of sites, whereas Camden, Islington 
and Hackney have very few sites. The only waste management facilities in Camden 
and Islington are household waste amenity sites and metal recycling facilities.  
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There are nine reuse and recycling centres and nearly 600 bring sites distributed 
across the North London area, providing facilities for residents to recycle their waste. 
There are 16 PPC permitted facilities in North London; these consist of C&D 
processing and reprocessing plants, and incinerators. There are four incinerators, 
two of which are located in Enfield and 2 in Waltham Forest. The C&D processing 
and reprocessing plants are distributed throughout the boroughs; however, there are 
none in Islington.  

4.1.2.2 Utilisation 

Civic amenity sites, composting facilities and incinerators within North London are 
either at capacity or nearing it. Facilities which are not currently being used to their 
full potential include clinical waste transfer stations, household, commercial and 
industrial waste transfer stations, and physical treatment facilities. 

4.1.3 Self-Sufficiency 
The existing capacity does not cover the current amounts of waste being produced 
and the deficit suggests that around 600,000 tonnes of waste is being managed 
outside the North London region.  The lack of disposal sites and the high number of 
transfer stations show that a substantial quantity of North London’s waste is being 
transferred out of the area for disposal. 

4.1.4 Waste Transport 
A large proportion of waste transported in North London is currently transported via 
the road network. 

4.1.5 Uncertainties 
There are significant uncertainties in the existing baseline for waste management in 
the North London area.  Specific data gaps include:  

·  Information on the self-sufficiency capabilities of the North London area, the 
volumes of different types of waste which are currently exported and imported 
from and to the area, and where this waste comes from and goes to;  

·  Details of nuisance related to waste management activities across the seven 
Boroughs;  

·  Information regarding the amount of energy generated from thermal 
treatment of waste and information on what this energy is used for; 

·  Information regarding the transportation of waste, including kilometres 
travelled and the modes of transport utilised in the North London area; 

·  Details of waste crime in the North London area, including information on fly 
tipping incidents.  

These uncertainties limit the extent to which the “do nothing” or “business as usual” 
option can be appraised at this stage. 
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4.1.6 London Borough Policies 
Due to the nature of the NLWP and its inclusion of and relevance for seven North 
London Boroughs, it is difficult to accurately gauge a generic “do nothing” or 
“business as usual” scenario in terms of policies governing current waste 
management practices. 

The seven issues raised in the Issues and Options report are discussed to different 
degrees within each Borough’s current UDP/LDF. This varies from a detailed 
discussion to a very limited indication or, in some cases, no mention of particular 
policies governing certain issues. For example, there is no policy specified for the 
approach to sizing of waste facilities in any of the Borough’s current UDP/LDF. 
Equally there is no individual policy which states how specific technology is allocated 
to specific sites.   

For certain issues, different London Borough’s appear to have different priorities 
which are further complicated by unclear wording. The London Borough of Barnet, 
for example, prioritises waste facilities where there are rail networks. Other London 
Boroughs mention the consideration of waste facilities where there are opportunities 
for water and rail transportation options but it is not clear if these forms of 
transportation should be prioritised over and above the road network or should be 
considered alongside this network. 

All of these issues, together with the uncertainties raised in section 4.1.5 limit the 
extent to which the “do nothing” or “business as usual” options can be appraised at 
this stage. This is further complicated by the absence of a published Joint Municipal 
Waste Management Strategy. 

4.2 Sustainability Commentary 
The Sustainability Commentary on the various options is presented in the following 
Tables, issue by issue.  For each option an overall summary is provided as follows: 

�  

Local net positive 
impact 

� �  
Regional net positive 
impact 

� � �  
Widespread net positive impact 

�  
Local uncertain or 
combination of 
positive and 
negative impacts 

� �  
Regional uncertain or 
combination of 
positive and negative 
impacts 

� � �  
Widespread uncertain or 
combination of positive and 
negative impacts 

�  
Local net negative 
impact � �  Regional net negative 

impact � � �  Widespread net negative impact 

This key illustrates that green denotes a positive impact, blue an uncertain or 
combination of positive and negative impacts and orange negative impacts. The 
geographical scale of the impact is denoted by the number of icons (which in turn 
affect the shades of green, blue and orange prescribed in the key above). The 
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definition of local, regional and widespread used in this assessment are set out 
below; 

Local North London. In the assessment tables North London refers to the area of North London 
which is included within the plan area i.e. Barnet, Camden, Enfield, Hackney, Haringey, 
Islington and Waltham Forest. 

Regional The rest of London and the South East. 

Widespread Outside of London and the South East 

 

These summary scores have been reached by combining results from initial 
screening of components of individual options and the resulting interactive sessions 
without any form of weighting.  They are provided at this stage only as an indication 
of the likely overall effect of a given option. Recommendations relevant to the future 
development of the NLWP have been provided where applicable. 
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Issue 1: Self-sufficiency for North London 

Commentary 

The impacts of this option on the environment are uncertain. There is an 
assumption with this option that North London will actually be treating less 
waste because the apportionment is less than is currently being managed. 
This will lead to indirect environmental and/or social transportation impacts 
as more waste is transported out of the area increasing regional impacts 
but reducing local impacts. This also means that North London will not be 
self sufficient and therefore does not meet sustainability principles. It does 
not promote social and community involvement and engagement and there 
is a potential that fly tipping may increase due to lack of appropriate waste 
facilities. Economically, this option will not exploit growth potential or 
investment opportunities and provides less scope to implement the waste 
hierarchy. 

Option 1.1 

Make provision only for 
the quantity of waste 
apportioned to North 
London through the 
London Plan and 
understand that London 
as a whole will become 
more self sufficient.  

Recommendations 

Summary Social �  Environmental  � �  Economic �  

Commentary 

It is the intention with this option, to process as much waste within the 
North London plan area as feasible. This will lead to a reduction in regional 
impacts and km travelled of waste but will increase local impacts.  There 
will be an increase in local traffic and the effects of this e.g. emissions, 
noise, vibration etc, but, with a greater number of more concentrated 
waste sites, smaller cleaner waste transport vehicles could be used. If 
more waste facilities are designated within the area, this could increase 
local pressure on open space. However overall this option will lead to 
positive social benefits creating a greater employment and skills base, 
reducing potential waste crime and facilitating a climate for waste 
education and awareness. Economically, this option will also bring positive 
benefits by creating more investment opportunities and clean technology 
advancements.  

Option 1.2 

Make more sites available 
to manage even more of 
North London’s waste, so 
that the North London 
sub-region is as self 
sufficient as possible. 

Recommendations 

Give consideration to the direct and indirect impacts of transporting waste 
to, and within, the plan area. 

Summary Social �  Environmental  �  Economic �  
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Issue 1: Self-sufficiency for North London 

Commentary 

This option will also result in a more self sufficient approach and will also, 
as with option 1.2, result in a reduction in overall km travelled by waste but 
will increase local environmental and/or social transport related impacts. 
The environmental risks however, will be less than those with the self 
sufficiency level suggested in option 1.2 and associated with this, there will 
be less pressure on open spaces as less land is used for waste 
management facilities. Some growth in employment and skills and 
opportunities for education can be expected. There will be opportunities for 
increases in economic growth potential and investment.  

Option 1.3 

Make provision for the 
apportionment and some 
extra provision to allow for 
contingency and for other 
wastes such as 
Construction, Demolition 
and Excavation, 
Hazardous. 

Recommendations 

Summary  Social  �  Environmental  �  Economic �  
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Issue 2: Number, Size and Distribution of Waste Management Facilities 

Commentary 

At centralised facilities, there will be more opportunity for sustainable 
transportation at the waste sites e.g. through water borne/rail transport.  
However, residents will have to travel further and this will bring associated 
environmental transport impacts and a higher risk of waste related crime 
such as fly tipping. There will be less overall land take with large facilities 
reducing pressure on development land. This option will result in a greater 
impact on a smaller number of people and is likely to reduce the 
accessibility of the sites. It will not leave much room for encouragement of 
local business’ and result in fewer employment and educational 
opportunities all of which lead to negative social impacts. Large facilities 
tend to encourage greater inward investment and potential growth in 
developing technologies resulting in positive economic impacts.  

Option 2.1 

A centralised approach 
that relies on a fewer but 
larger facilities. 

Recommendations 

Summary Social �  Environmental  �  Economic �  

Commentary 

This option is more in line with PPS10 than option 2.2. It will lead to 
uncertain environmental impacts. An increase in local smaller sites will 
reduce regional transport impacts but lead to an increase in localised 
impacts. Associated direct environmental impacts are harder to mitigate at 
smaller sites in comparison with larger facilities. Smaller localised facilities 
will provide more employment and educational opportunities and should 
alleviate waste crime. Any potential negative impacts will be spread over a 
larger area rather than concentrated on a smaller number of people which 
will reduce deprivation. The greater the number of waste facilities, the 
greater the increase in competition but smaller facilities are not as 
economically viable as larger facilities. However, this may increase the 
opportunities for Small to Medium Size Enterprises (SME’s). 

Option 2.2 

A de-centralised approach 
that is based on a larger 
number of smaller 
facilities. 

Recommendations 

Ensure that small facilities are subject to the same sustainability and 
design principles as larger ones. 

Summary Social �  Environmental  �  Economic �  
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Issue 2: Number, Size and Distribution of Waste Management Facilities 

Commentary 

Waste management is likely, with this option, to be more organised. The 
environmental impacts associated with transport will be mixed reflecting 
the km travelled to both smaller and larger facilities. Socially there are 
likely to be positive impacts in line with the benefits of smaller facilities 
although a substantial amount of land take will still be required. 
Additionally with this option, any negative social impacts associated with 
either larger or smaller facilities will be minimized. Economically, this 
approach is more likely to maximise the benefits of both options 2.1 and 
2.2 so investment opportunities and competition would be increased. This 
option is likely to be the most optimal for supporting the Olympic build and 
reconstruction.  

Option 2.3 

A hybrid of these two 
approaches. A hybrid of 
these approaches would 
see sub-regional clusters 
of larger sites, perhaps 
with multiple facilities, 
combined with a larger 
number of smaller sites 
either supplying waste to 
these larger sites and 
facilities or bulking 
recyclables for onward 
movement. Recommendations 

Ensure that small facilities are subject to the same sustainability and 
design principles as larger ones. 

Summary  Social  �  Environmental  �  Economic �  
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Issue 3: Waste Treatment and Disposal Options 

Commentary 

Specifying technologies allows sites to be allocated strategically which has 
the potential to increase accessibility between the sites. It also allows 
more control over issues such as safety and transport through strategic 
planning on technology sitings e.g. certain technologies away from 
schools. It allows local communities to be aware of what specific waste 
site is going to be located in the local vicinity and ensures knowledge and 
relieves worry. But waste crime could increase if there are not enough 
appropriate technologies to deal with specific wastes that arise in the 
future.    

Although this links closely with the site selection issue, this option will 
mean that there will be less commercial flexibility. By stipulating specific 
technologies, this allows companies to build ad hoc and the operators will 
not be obliged to await new technology. There is also a potential for land 
blight. If sites have been allocated within the DPD to a specific technology 
and no one wishes to build with the specified technology, then that site will 
become dead land.  

Option 3.1 

Allocate specific 
technology types to 
specific sites. 

Recommendations 

Summary Social �  Environmental  �  Economic �  

Commentary 

Allocating sites for general waste use would mean that nothing can be 
decided upon without going through the EIA process. With option 3.1, 
although the EIA process will still be applicable, the technology allocated 
to specific sites will already have been determined in the DPD. This will be 
positive for the environment and allows for public involvement in decision 
making through the EIA process. However, in contrast to option 3.1, local 
communities are uncertain about what is going to be built and where. 
There is likely to be less consideration of strategic issues and transport 
impacts are considered to be greater than with option 3.1. 

This option allows for greater flexibility for operators with greater 
opportunities in the future of using emerging technologies and invites 
investment and innovation. With innovation, the waste industry has a 
higher potential to reduce the impacts of climate change. 

Option 3.2 

Allocate sites for general 
waste use. 

Recommendations 

Summary Social �  Environmental  �  Economic �  
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Issue 3: Waste Treatment and Disposal Options 

Commentary 

The transport impacts arising from this option should be less severe than 
those from option 3.2 because it will still allow for a strategic outlook on 
transport. There is also potential for social inclusion through applying site 
selection criteria. By specifying for a range of technologies, this still allows 
for opportunities in investment in cleaner technologies. However, there is 
still potential for land blight because if the industry does not like the sites 
and technologies that have been allocated, then they will not use them 
which could lead to not enough waste sites which in turn could lead to 
increased waste crime. 

In the short term, this option will have similar impacts to option 3.2 but in 
the long term, it will overcome the more negative effects of 3.1. This is due 
to the initial flexibility which will become constricted with time due to 
specifying a range of current technologies which does not allow for 
emerging technologies. 

Option 3.3 

Allocate sites that are 
suitable for a given range 
of specified 
facility/technology types. 

Recommendations 

Allow flexibility for new and emerging technologies within the 
facility/technology specifications. 

Summary  Social  �  Environmental  �  Economic �  

Commentary 

This option will only be a medium term solution. In the short term, it will 
have similar impacts to options 3.2 and 3.3, but in the long term, it will 
have similar impacts to option 3.1 as it starts to become more restrictive. 
In this way, there may still be some un-used sites if the waste industry 
does not wish to use the allocated sites. 

Option 3.4 

A combination of the 
above options so that 
some sites are specific for 
certain technologies and 
other sites will be suitable 
for a mixture of 
technologies. Recommendation 

Summary Social �  Environmental  �  Economic �  
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Issue 4: Sustainable Transport 

Commentary 

This option will result in regional impacts across London and the 
neighbouring counties.  

This option will have an uncertain economic impact but there are likely to 
be some positive impacts on the waste industry because road transport 
currently dominates, and is the preference for the waste industry. The 
associated road related transport impacts on the environment will be 
negative e.g. emissions, noise & vibration, congestion etc since there is no 
proposed encouragement to use alternative means of transport at this 
policy level. As it remains likely that North London will still transfer some 
waste out of the plan area, these impacts will be felt wider than within the 
plan area and lead to wider negative impacts on the natural environment 
as well as on the health and safety of the community.  

Option 4.1 

Do nothing to encourage 
waste travel by any 
alternative transport 
methods and continue to 
assess alternative 
transport opportunities at 
the planning application 
stage (e.g. through 
transport assessments). 

Recommendations 

Summary Social � �  Environmental  � �  Economic � �  

Commentary 

This option will have similar impacts to option 4.1 as road transport is the 
main transport method. This will however concentrate traffic impacts where 
they are already a local issue compounding the existing associated 
problems.  It may increase social deprivation as deprived areas are likely 
to be located close to main arterial road networks. It also restricts future 
opportunities by focusing on prioritising road access only.  

Option 4.2 

Prioritise sites at locations 
providing access just to 
main arterial road 
networks. 

Recommendations 

Summary Social � �  Environmental  � �  Economic � �  

Commentary 

The negative transport impacts that are prevalent in option 4.2 will still be 
present as the focus remains on road transport. These impacts will 
however be spread over a wider area increasing more localised impacts. 
There are greater possibilities for siting waste facilities at locations that 
allow for a larger number of social considerations to be taken into account. 
This will open up a greater choice of travel to sites as all road networks are 
more likely to be accessible by public transport and cycling/walking 
provisions. 

There will also be more opportunities for development than with option 4.2 
due to opening up more potential areas but it is still restricted through 
prioritising road networks only.   

Option 4.3 

Prioritise sites whose 
locations offer suitable 
access via any road 
networks. 

Recommendations 

Summary  Social  � �  Environmental  � �  Economic � �  
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Issue 4: Sustainable Transport 

Commentary 

River and rail transport have potentially fewer negative transportation 
impacts than the road network, so will be beneficial for the natural and 
social environment. However there may be potential negative impacts 
associated with biodiversity and water. Promoting sustainable transport 
methods will also have a positive impact on the image of North London. 

This option will allow for economic investment opportunities. It is also 
cheaper to transport using river and rail but these transport methods may 
be restricted to small stretches and not able to link up with their final 
destination if water and rail networks are not in place throughout the whole 
waste transportation journey. 

Option 4.4 

Prioritise sites at locations 
allowing access to 
transport alternatives to 
road i.e. have wharves for 
water access and/or rail 
depots. 

Recommendation 

Possible impacts of river and rail transport of waste should be investigated 
relative to road transport.  

Summary Social � �  Environmental  � �  Economic � �  

Commentary 

If all transport methods are considered without any particular preference 
then road transport is still likely to be used by waste operators in 
preference to water or rail transport. This will result in both environmental 
and social uncertainties. 

This option will provide development opportunities and creates a climate 
for better investment opportunities and competitiveness resulting in an 
overall positive economic impact. 

Option 4.5 

Prioritise sites offering 
access through a range of 
the above i.e. road, rail 
and water. 

Recommendation 

Possible impacts of river and rail transport of waste should be investigated 
relative to road transport.  Consider incentives for use of water/rail rather 
than road transport. 

Summary Social � �  Environmental  � �  Economic � �  
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Issue 5: Location and Site Assessment Criteria  

Commentary 

PPS 10 including Annex E set out environmental, social and economic 
considerations in the pursuit of sustainable waste management. Annex E 
provides a list of mainly environmental considerations in locating waste 
facilities. This compliments specifications in the main body of the 
guidance. The main body gives consideration to the suitability of the 
transport infrastructure to allow for the sustainable movement of waste as 
well as mentioning that there should be no significant adverse impacts on 
environmental quality. The London Plan stipulates the consideration of the 
environmental impact on surrounding areas and the transport impacts 
stipulating that rail and water transport should be maximised where 
possible. 

Therefore using PPS 10 and the London Plan will result in positive 
environmental considerations.   

These issues also mean that the social aspects associated with transport 
and local environmental quality are also positive. Additionally one of the 
aims of PPS 10 is for industry to work alongside local communities, 
allowing for consultation with them and reflecting their concerns and 
interests. This will encourage social inclusion and community participation. 
The London Plan considers the proximity principle, the social impacts of 
which may be both positive or negative i.e. encourage sustainable waste 
practices with sites close to the sources of waste (i.e. population) but 
introducing issues which are associated with living close to waste facilities 
such as fly tipping. Additionally siting facilities on preferred industrial 
locations and/or existing waste management locations will reduce land 
take but may concentrate and exacerbate any negative problems.    

Economic criteria are not as prescribed as the social and environmental 
considerations. However, there is an aim to increase competitiveness, to 
avoid significant adverse impacts on economic potential and ensure 
sustainable design and layout of new facilities (encouraging innovation 
and inward investment) within PPS10. Overall the economic impacts will 
be positive although the development of clean technologies is not 
prescribed within PPS10, in the London Plan, Combined Heat and Power 
(CHP) is encouraged where possible.  

In addition, no weighting system is prescribed.  

Option 5.1 

The location and site 
assessment criteria as 
specified in Planning 
Policy Statement 10, its 
Annex E and the London 
Plan are sufficient. 

Recommendations 

PPS 10 is a good starting point but more prescriptive criteria would be 
beneficial. This option should also refer to the PPS10 companion guide. 

Summary Social �  Environmental  �  Economic �  
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Commentary 

The location and site assessment criteria could be more prescriptive, in 
particular in relation to economic criteria. Specific criteria in relation to 
energy efficiency, climate change and local employment objectives would 
enable a more sustainable set of criteria to be established.  

Option 5.2 

The location and site 
assessment criteria as 
specified in Planning 
Policy Statement 10, its 
Annex E and the London 
Plan alone are not 
sufficient and need to be 
developed to provide a 
more detailed set of 
criteria explicit to North 
London. Please suggest 
other criteria. 

Recommendations 

In addition to PPS10, its annexes and the London Plan, this option should 
include as criteria all of the SA objectives resulting in a positive 
environmental, social and economic impact. Specific references energy 
efficiency, climate change and local employment objectives would be 
advisable. Consideration of the PPS 10 companion guide should also be 
prescribed.  

Summary Social �  Environmental  �  Economic �  
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Issue 6: Construction, Demolition and Excavation Wastes 

Commentary 

The overall impacts of this option are uncertain due to its inherent but 
undefined assumptions and lack of relevant baseline information. There 
are environmental uncertainties due to the transport implications which are 
considered to have potentially widespread impacts. The km travelled may 
decrease as overall there is more local capacity provision but if this 
provision takes arisings away from on-site reuse/recycling then this will 
increase km travelled. Through providing more additional local facilities to 
manage these arisings, this will result in more local impacts. Local 
provision for excess construction, demolition and excavation waste may 
reduce waste crime and, may enhance the local sustainable waste 
management image. 

The potential for new facilities increases development opportunities. This 
includes in the area of cleaner technologies. Extra provision may help 
support the Olympic build programme and indirectly, the Olympic 
programme should regenerate the area. However, economically, 
uncertainties are related either to over capacity or under capacity provision 
which will result in inefficient operations.  

Option 6.1 

Make assumption on 
Construction, Demolition 
and Excavation waste 
arising and include 
capacity provision to 
manage the arising. 

Recommendations 

The existing baseline needs to be more clearly defined including the 
potential impacts of Olympics facilities. 

Summary Social �  Environmental  � � �  Economic �  

Commentary 

If the excess is normally disposed of outside of North London, then by 
allowing for a small provision, this will reduce the km travelled. However if 
this provision is not sufficient, then waste will still need to be transported 
outside of North London. There is uncertainty about the potential effects 
upon waste crime. If it is assumed that all manageable arisings are 
managed on site, then there may not be enough capacity to dispose of the 
excess which may encourage illegal dumping.  

By stating that a small provision only will be made, restricts the growth 
potential of businesses.  It is anticipated that this provision would not be 
large enough to cover the capacity needed with regards to the Olympics. 
However, by allowing for a small provision, this will allow for a certain level 
of investment. 

Option 6.2 

Assume that 
Construction, Demolition 
and Excavation Wastes 
are managed on site and 
mostly recycled and 
therefore make a small 
provision for what may 
need to be disposed of. 

Recommendations 

The existing baseline needs to be more clearly defined including the 
potential impacts of Olympics facilities. A “small provision” leaves room for 
ambiguity. 

Summary Social �  Environmental  � � �  Economic �  
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Issue 6: Construction, Demolition and Excavation Wastes 

Commentary 

This is a negative approach to planning and will have negative 
environmental, social and economic impacts. This will not enhance the 
image of the plan area and will lead indirectly to fly tipping and increased 
travel of waste resulting in negative transport impacts. As landfill disposal 
becomes more expensive, alternative methods of disposal will need to be 
utilised. If disposal options are cheaper further away from the plan area, 
then these may be preferred leading to increased negative transport 
implications. 

Economically, there is no potential for development or investment and no 
consideration is given to the Olympics. 

Option 6.3 

Make no provision for 
Construction, Demolition 
and Excavation Wastes. 

Recommendations 

It is recommended that those London Boroughs which have not yet 
finalised their core strategies should encourage the use of sustainable 
building design. 

Summary  Social  �  Environmental  � � �  Economic �  
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Issue 7: Hazardous Wastes 

Commentary 

If provision is made for hazardous waste within North London, this will 
have potentially positive transport impacts as it is assumed that presently, 
all hazardous waste leaves North London for management. However, this 
waste provision may encourage the transport of hazardous waste into the 
area from neighbouring regions and further afield due to the lack of 
facilities elsewhere. This will then bring transport impacts into the plan 
area. Waste crime may be reduced as hazardous waste facility provisions 
are provided.  

There will be a reduction in life cycle disposal costs because once the 
hazardous properties are reduced, the disposal and transport costs and 
impacts are considered to be less. 

Option 7.1 

Make assumption on 
waste arising and include 
capacity provision to 
manage the arising. 

Recommendations 

The existing baseline needs to be more clearly defined to allow for 
effective appraisal. . There are also no policy requirements for this 
provision within London. 

Summary Social �  Environmental  � � �  Economic �  

Commentary 

Currently there is no hazardous waste provision in North London so a 
small provision may lead to a reduction in some km travelled by waste. 
However this reduction is considered insignificant. The treatment of 
hazardous waste is very complex so only making a small provision may 
mean that certain hazardous wastes may still need to travel long distances 
to be treated and/or disposed of.  Since “small provision” is not defined, 
local environmental and/or social impacts are uncertain. 

There may be economic opportunities for investment but this is uncertain – 
the hazardous waste stream is limited. 

Option 7.2 

Assume that hazardous 
wastes are mainly 
managed elsewhere and 
make a small provision for 
what may need to be 
treated or disposed of. 

Recommendations 

There is a limited baseline on which to base an appraisal. A “small 
provision” leaves room for ambiguity. 

Summary Social �  Environmental  �  Economic �  
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Issue 7: Hazardous Wastes 

Commentary 

The environmental implications of this option are unknown. Fly tipping may 
be increased due to lack of sites provision. This option will have a negative 
impact on the image and self sufficiency of the plan area. 

This option goes directly against growth and competitiveness.  

Option 7.3 

Make no provision for 
hazardous wastes. 

Recommendations 

There is a limited baseline on which to base an appraisal. 

Summary  Social  �  Environmental  � � �  Economic �  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

We have used our reasonable endeavours to provide information that is correct and 
accurate and have discussed above the reasonable conclusions that can be reached 
on the basis of the information available. 


