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This document is part of the North London Waste Plan. If you require 
assistance with translation, please tick this box, add your name and 
address in the box at the bottom of this form and return to the 
address shown.  
Albanian   Ky dokument është pjesë e Planit të Mbeturinave të Londrës 
Veriore. Në qoftë se ju duhet ndihmë me përkthimin, lutemi shënoni (tick) këtë kuti, 
shkruani emrin dhe adresën tuaj tek kutia në fund të këtij formulari dhe dërgojeni 
tek adresa e dhënë.  

 

 

 

French   Ce document fait partie du Programme de Gestion des Déchets du 
Nord de Londres. Si vous avez besoin d’une traduction, vous êtes prié de cocher 
cette case, d’inscrire votre nom et adresse dans la case au bas de ce formulaire et 
de nous le retourner à l’adresse indiquée. 

Greek   Αυτο το εγγραφο είναι µέρος, 
του Σχεδιου Αποβλητων του Βορειου Λονδινου στην εκθεση ζητηµατων και επιλο−γων 
του σχεδιου. Αν χρειαζεστε βοηθεια µε την µεταφραση του, παρακαλω βαλτε τικ σεαυτ
ο το τετραγωνο, προσθεστε το ονοµα και την διευθυνση σας στο κουτακι που βρισκεται 
στο κατω µερος αυτης της αιτησης και επιστρεψετε την στην διευθυνση που δινεται 

 

 
Polish   Niniejszy dokument jest częścią raportu dotyczącego  kwestii i 
możliwości  Projektu Zagospodarowania Odpadów w Północnym Londynie (North 
London Waste Plan). Jeśli potrzebujesz pomocy w zakresie tłumaczenia, zaznacz 
powyższą kratkę, wpisz swoje imię, nazwisko i adres w puste pole w dolnej części 
formularza i odeślij pod wskazany adres.  



Somali   Warqaddani waxay qeyb ka tahay qorshaha qashinka ee woqooyiga 
London. Haddii aad u baahantahay taageero xaga tarjumaada ah, fadlan 
calaamadee sanduuqan, raaci magacaaga iyo cinwaankaaga sanduuqa ku yaal 
foomkan hoostiisa kuna soo celi cinwaanka ku qoran. 

Spanish   Este documento forma parte del plan de desechos del norte de 
Londres [North London Waste Plan]. En caso de requerir traducción, marque esta 
casilla y escriba su nombre y dirección en el recuadro que aparece en la parte 
inferior de este formulario y envíelo a la dirección que se indica. 

Turkish   Bu belge, Kuzey Londra Atık Planı’nın bir parçasıdır. Tercümeyle 
ilgili yardıma gereksinim duyarsanız, lütfen bu kutuyu işaretleyin ve bu formun 
sonundaki kutuya adınızı, soyadınızı ve adresinizi yazdıktan sonra belirtilen adrese 
gönderin. 

 
 
This document is part of the North London 
Waste Plan. If you are blind or partially 
sighted and require assistance with this 
document, please tick this box, add your name 
and address in the box at the bottom of this 
form and return to the address shown.  
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North London Waste Plan
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Camden Town Hall 
Judd Street
London WC1H 9JE  
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1. Purpose of the report 
 
1.1 This report provides an audit and analysis of the issues raised during the duty to co-

operate engagement since the last report in January 2016, and how this has fed into 
the plan-making process.  The report also sets out the context of this continuing 
dialogue by summarising previous duty to co-operate work and identifying the next 
stages. 
 

1.2 The information contained in this report represents a moment in time during ongoing 
co-operation with other waste planning authorities as part of the development of the 
North London Waste Plan.  

 

2 Previous duty to co-operate work  
 
2.1 In January 2014 the North London Boroughs wrote to all waste planning authorities 

(WPAs) who receive waste exports from north London; a total of 121 WPAs.  This was 
to ensure that all relevant cross-boundary and spatial issues with implications for the 
North London Waste Plan are considered during the plan preparation.  A report which 
analyses the responses received during January-April 2014 has been made available 
on the NLWP website.  

 
2.2 As part of the initial duty to co-operate engagement, guideline thresholds of 1,000 

tonnes per annum (tpa) for LACW, C&I and CD&E waste streams and 100 tpa of 
hazardous waste were proposed as a measure of “significant” exports to individual 
Waste Planning Authority areas.  The majority of respondents supported these 
thresholds.  A Duty to Co-operate statement and report (June 2014) provides further 
details on the methodology behind these thresholds and alternative options 
considered. 

 
2.3 Since developing these thresholds, the wider south east area agreed (in 2014) on 

higher thresholds of 2,500tpa for LACW/C&I, 5,000tpa for CD&E and 100tpa for 
hazardous waste. Since the majority of waste exported from North London is received 
in the wider south east, it is appropriate for the North London Borough to adopt these 
thresholds to indicate “significant” exports. 

 
2.4 In October 2014 a draft of the Duty to Co-operate Protocol was sent to all waste 

planning authorities who expressed a wish to continue a dialogue with the North 
London Boroughs. Comments were invited on the draft Protocol and suggested 
changes were incorporated into the final version of the document.  The Duty to Co‐
operate Protocol sets out how, when and in what way the North London Boroughs will 
discharge the duty to co-operate for the North London Waste Plan, who will be 
involved, and the intended outcomes of this process.  

 
2.5 During May 2014-January 2015 the North London Boroughs wrote again to all those 

WPAs who expressed a wish to continue a dialogue on strategic cross-boundary waste 
issues.  The focus has been on the nine WPAs to which 93% of waste exports are sent 

http://www.nlwp.net/documents/2014_dtc.html
http://www.nlwp.net/documents/2014_dtc.html
http://www.nlwp.net/download/duty-to-co-operate-protocol-march-2015/?wpdmdl=842
http://www.nlwp.net/download/duty-to-co-operate-protocol-march-2015/?wpdmdl=842
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and these were prioritised.  In addition the North London Boroughs liaised with 
prescribed public bodies with whom the boroughs must co-operate in line with 
planning legislation.  A Duty to Co-operate Report (July 2015) summarises this 
engagement and identifies next steps. 

 
2.6 In July 2015 the North London Boroughs consulted on the Draft NLWP for a period of 

six weeks.  A cross-boundary meeting took place on 10th September 2015 to discuss 
the Draft NLWP. Attendees included waste planning authorities in the East and South 
East of England who receive waste from North London, the Greater London Authority 
and the Environment Agency.  The meeting took the form of presentations and 
discussions about the Draft NLWP, exports and Duty to Co-operate. Attendees were 
able to ask questions about the proposed strategy of the Draft Plan and how this 
would affect their areas. WPAs who receive waste from North London were 
encouraged to submit comments on the Draft Plan.  

 
2.7 An Interim Report on the Draft Plan Consultation was published in January 2016, 

including a summary of duty to co-operate engagement and notes of the cross-
boundary meeting. 

 
2.8 In April 2016 the North London Boroughs wrote to the main recipients of North 

London’s waste exports to landfill.  This was accompanied by a paper setting out how 
much waste was expected to be exported to landfill over the NLWP plan period.  This 
report summarises those responses (Table 3) and identifies next steps. 

 

3 Picture of waste exports  
 
3.1 In order to have meaningful discussions with waste planning authorities (WPAs) about 

waste movements, it is important to understand what and how much waste is sent 
where.  Using the Environment Agency’s Waste Data Interrogator and Hazardous Waste 
Data Interrogator it is possible to build a picture of what types of waste are exported 
from North London, where this waste is sent and which sites receive the waste.   

 
3.2 To avoid a distorted picture from anomalous years, data was collated and is shown for 

a five year period 2013-2017. 
 

Waste exports 
 
3.3 In 2017 the North London Boroughs exported just over 1.7m tonnes of waste to 

around 80 different waste planning authority (WPA) areas.  
 

3.4 Figure 1 shows that just over half of waste exported from North London 2013-2017 
was construction, demolition and excavation waste (CD&E) and just under half was in 
the local authority collected waste (LACW) and commercial and industrial (C&I) 
category.  A small amount of hazardous waste was also exported.   

  

http://www.nlwp.net/download/duty-to-co-operate-report-july-2015/?wpdmdl=840
http://www.nlwp.net/download/interim-report-on-draft-plan-consultation/?wpdmdl=540
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Figure 1: Types of waste exported from North London 2013-2017 

 
Source: Waste Data Interrogator and Hazardous Waste Data Interrogator 2013-2017  

 

3.5 Figure 2 shows that 99% of all LACW and C&I waste exports 2013-2017 went to only 
five Waste Planning Authorities (WPAs).   
 

Figure 2: Where did we export LACW/C&I waste 2013-2017? 

 
 

Source: Waste Data Interrogator 2013-2017  
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3.6 Figure 3 shows that 96% of all CD&E waste exports 2013-2017 went to only seven 
Waste Planning Authorities (WPAs).   

 
Figure 3: Where did we export CD&E waste 2013-2017? 

 
Source: Waste Data Interrogator 2013-2017  

 

3.7 Figure 4 shows that 76% of all hazardous waste exports 2013-2017 went to seven 
Waste Planning Authorities (WPAs).   

 

Figure 4: Where did we export hazardous waste 2013-2017? 

 
Source: Hazardous Waste Data Interrogator 2013-2017  
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Exports to landfill 

 
3.8 The feedback from WPAs who receive North London’s waste is that landfill is a main 

area of focus for the duty to co-operate, in particular for LACW and C&I.  In addition, 
there is competition for landfill void space from major infrastructure projects and this 
will have an impact on the ability of WPAs to receive inert waste from North London. 
 

3.9 The following table sets out the WPAs (or groups of WPAs working together to plan 
for waste) who consistently receive significant amounts of waste from North London.  
Consistency is measured by the regularity of waste exports over the last five years 
(2013-2017). 
 

Table 1: Main recipients of North London’s waste to landfill 2013-2017 are: 

LACW C&I CD&E Hazardous 

Buckinghamshire 
East London 
Essex 
Northamptonshire 

Buckinghamshire 
East London 
Essex 
Hertfordshire 
Milton Keynes 
 

Bedfordshire 
Buckinghamshire 
East London 
Essex 
Hertfordshire 
Milton Keynes 
Thurrock 
 

Kent 
Kirklees 
Northamptonshire 
Cambridgeshire & 
Peterborough 
Redcar and 
Cleveland 
Staffordshire 
Surrey 
Wiltshire 
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4 Audit of engagement with waste planning authorities 
 
4.1 The North London Boroughs received comments from WPAs in the wider south east 

(WSE) on the Draft NLWP.  These are set out in Appendix A and B of the Interim 
Report on the Draft Plan Consultation (January 2016).  The key issues raised are set 
out in the table below along with an explanation of how they have been taken into 
account in the Proposed Submission NLWP.   

 
Table 2: Changes to NLWP as a result of representations from WSE WPAs 

Comment on the Draft Plan Changes to the NLWP  

The evidence base and consultation work 
that has been carried out in the development 
of the NLWP is generally robust and provides 
a good basis upon which to consider the 
impact of the policies in the NLWP on Waste 
Planning Authority Areas in the South East of 
England.  

Support for evidence base and consultation 
welcomed. 

The Strategic Objectives are good, however 
Strategic Objective 3 is insufficiently 
ambitious. The Objective would be better 
phrased as “Aiming to achieve net self-
sufficiency by 2026”. This would be 
consistent with the London Plan.  

Support for strategic objectives welcomed. 
 
Change to SO3 to a more positively worded 
“Plan for net self-sufficiency…” 

There is a contradiction between the 
aspiration of the NLWP “to achieve to enable 
the North London Boroughs to meet their 
future waste management needs by 2032” 
when the London Plan aims to manage the 
equivalent of 100% of the waste arisings 
from London by 2026. The Draft NLWP is 
therefore not consistent with the London 
Plan and the policies in the London Plan will 
not be delivered.  

A new strategic policy sets out the 
timeframes to achieve net self-sufficiency 
for each waste stream: 
“The North London Boroughs will identify 
sufficient capacity and land for the 
provision of waste facilities to manage the 
equivalent of 100% of waste arisings (net 
self-sufficiency) for Local Authority 
Collected Waste (LACW) and Commercial & 
Industrial (C&I) waste by 2026 and 
Construction & Demolition (C&D) waste by 
2035, including hazardous waste.” 

Paragraph 6.7 of the Data Study Update Part 
2 states that “the North London Boroughs 
have instead agreed that the NLWP should 
seek to achieve net self-sufficiency in the 
management of LACW, C&I and CD&E wastes 
by 2026.” However, this is not reflected in 
the policies in the Draft Plan.  

The Data Study has subsequently been 
updated. 

It is not clear why hazardous wastes are not 
included in the self-sufficiency target and 
there does not appear to be any justification 
for this.  

Hazardous waste is now included in the net 
self-sufficiency target. 

http://www.nlwp.net/download/interim-report-on-draft-plan-consultation-appendix-a-to-b-jan-2016/?wpdmdl=547
http://www.nlwp.net/download/interim-report-on-draft-plan-consultation-appendix-a-to-b-jan-2016/?wpdmdl=547
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Comment on the Draft Plan Changes to the NLWP  

There is no attempt to plan for the 
management of excavation wastes. This 
waste stream is very significant in terms of 
tonnage and therefore the Plan should 
attempt broadly to quantify this and identify 
how and where it will be managed.  

The plan to manage excavation waste is 
now explicitly set out in section 7 of the 
NLWP. 

The Plan should include a specific policy 
stating the quantities of waste that are 
planned to be managed, each year, by type 
of waste. A table should be included showing 
the quantity of waste (in tonnes) that is 
planned to be managed in each year of the 
Plan Period, by waste type. This table would 
also show the quantity of waste that is not 
planned to be managed within the Plan area, 
also by type. Such a table would also allow 
effective monitoring of the Plan.  

The NLWP now sets out the quantities of 
waste, by type, which need to be managed 
within North London over the plan period 
(Table 8) to achieve net self-sufficiency and 
this is specifically signposted in a new 
strategic policy.   
 
The NLWP also sets out how much waste, 
by type, is expected to be exported over the 
plan period (Table 9). 
 
Both these tables are referred to as targets 
in the monitoring section. 

While it is acknowledged that household 
waste recycling rates in North London are 
still low compared to other parts of the UK, 
there are no policies in the Draft Plan to 
improve this position. The design of housing 
stock and commercial development in 
particular should take account of the need to 
improve recycling rates and provide for 
sufficient space and facilities to enable the 
delivery of more recycling.  

Design policies to ensure sufficient space 
for separation, storage and collection of 
waste are set out in the London Plan and 
borough Local Plans. 

In paragraph 4.5, the Plan states that “The 
NLWP spatial strategy is to: Make use of 
existing sites and identify most suitable new 
sites/areas”. The meaning of the term “most 
suitable new sites / areas is unclear and the 
requirement is for sufficient new sites to 
enable the management of the required 
quantities of waste.  

The process for identifying the most 
suitable locations for new waste facilities is 
set out in the Sites and Areas Report and 
summarised in section 8 of the NLWP.  The 
aim explicitly states that the NLWP will 
provide sufficient land to meet waste 
management needs.   

Paragraph 5.34 states that the constraints to 
the continuation of waste exports to landfill 
outside London “include the potential 
closure of landfill sites during the plan period 
in Bedfordshire, East London, Essex, 
Hertfordshire and Thurrock.” It should be 
noted that some of these sites, notably in 
Central Bedfordshire, have already closed 
and alternative provision therefore needs to 
be identified. This alternative provision may 
be further afield and liaison will be required 
with the Waste Planning Authorities 
concerned.  

Noted. 
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Comment on the Draft Plan Changes to the NLWP  

The policy to reduce exports of waste is 
welcomed. However, a fuller analysis of 
future exports should be provided, including 
an assessment of those authorities which are 
likely to be receiving exports, in order that 
full liaison can take place under the Duty to 
Co-operate.  

Further analysis of exports to landfill in 
each authority and consultation on this 
took place in 2016 (see explanation below 
and audit in Table 3).  

The Data Study Update Part 1 states that 
“The quantity of Construction, Demolition & 
Excavation Waste produced in North London 
can only be estimated with respect to 
materials managed at permitted sites” 
(paragraph 4.6). Arguably the majority of 
CDEW is managed through facilities which do 
not submit returns and the material handled 
is therefore not recorded in the Waste Data 
Interrogator. Alternative sources of data are 
hard to find, but given the very significant 
level of development taking place within 
London as a whole, a fuller study should be 
carried out of the waste arising from these 
activities.  

The GLA has undertaken a study on this as 
part of the draft new London Plan evidence 
base:  Forecasts for Construction, 
Demolition and Excavation and Hazardous 
Waste (March 2017). 

The level of recycling of C&D waste is 
assumed to be high, but there is no evidence 
to support this and such evidence should be 
sought.  

Table 5: Recycling and Recovery Targets 
with Baseline has been updated to reflect 
further research by the GLA into the 
amount of C&D waste recycled on site.  It is 
now 50%, and much lower than previously 
stated. 

Better data will be required to monitor the 
NLWP and this should be sought in 
conjunction with the Government, the GLA 
and private sector waste management 
companies. The preferred option for 
obtaining waste data is the use of the 
Electronic Duty of Care. Private contractors 
should therefore be requested to use this 
system in order that an adequate dataset can 
be developed.  

Electronic Duty of Care (Edoc) is currently 
voluntary and therefore does not represent 
the best source of data at this time.  

The Monitoring Framework should include 
an analysis of the amount of waste managed 
each year, by type. Information to support 
this element of monitoring should be 
obtained from the waste management 
companies that carry out a significant 
proportion of this management activity.  

Monitoring Indicator 5 has been amended 
to “Total quantity of waste arisings 
managed by waste stream (LACW, C&I and 
CD&E) and management route (recycling/ 
composting, recovery and disposal)”. 

 
  

4.2 The request for fuller analysis of future exports prompted a further engagement with 
the WPAs who currently receive significant quantities of waste from North London.   
 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/task_2_-_cdew_and_haz_waste_forecasts.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/task_2_-_cdew_and_haz_waste_forecasts.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/task_2_-_cdew_and_haz_waste_forecasts.pdf
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4.3 The NLWP plans for net self-sufficiency for North London, specifically managing “the 
equivalent of 100% of waste arisings (net self-sufficiency) for Local Authority Collected 
Waste (LACW) and Commercial & Industrial (C&I) waste by 2026 and Construction & 
Demolition (C&D) waste by 2035, including hazardous waste”.  This means that waste 
exports will be largely going to the two types of facility which North London cannot 
provide for itself: landfill and specialist hazardous waste facilities.  The further 
engagement therefore focused on those WPAs who have these types of facilities 
where North London’s waste is currently managed.   
 

4.4 In April 2016, letters were sent to individual WPAs or groups of WPAs who receive 
significant amounts of North London’s waste at landfill and specialist hazardous waste 
facilities.  Letters were accompanied by a report Exports to Landfill 2017-2032 which 
forecasts future exports to each area over the plan period based on the assumption 
that recent patterns of waste flows will continue.  The letter asked for comments on 
this methodology to calculate exports.   

 
4.5 In addition, the report set out known closures to landfill sites and identifies how much 

waste will be affected by these closures.  The report looked at alternative landfill sites 
across the wider south east region and landfill capacity trends, and concluded that 
there are both alternative landfill sites and adequate void space in London, South East 
and East of England to take North London’s waste exports during the NLWP plan 
period.  WPAs were asked for comments on the methodology to calculate alternative 
landfill capacity for North London’s waste. 

 
4.6 Table 3 sets out the results of this engagement.   

 
4.7 The Exports to Landfill analysis has subsequently been updated to accompany the 

Proposed Submission NLWP. The data has been revised to take account of newly 
released WDI and HWDI figures for 2016 and 2017 and new waste figures in the NLWP 
Data Study 2018.  The revised report covers the period 2020-2035 and form part of 
the statements of common ground (see below).  

 
4.8 This update has added Kirklees and Staffordshire to the destinations for significant 

amounts of North London’s hazardous waste to landfill.   The North London Boroughs 
will engage with these WPAs during the Proposed Submission consultation when all 
the updated documentation is published.   

 
4.9 Responses from nine WPAs or groups of WPAs are outstanding.  The North London 

Boroughs will continue to chase up responses from this group during the Proposed 
Submission consultation when all the updated documentation is published. 

 
4.10 Since engagement in 2016, statements of common ground are now required to 

demonstrate effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic matters that have 
been dealt with rather than deferred.  Statements of common ground are described in 
the NPPG as “a record of where agreements have (or have not) been reached on key 
strategic matters”. 
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4.11 The North London Boroughs are consulting on draft statements of common ground, 
and will continue to engage on these during the Proposed Submission consultation.  
Statements of common ground will be the focus for resolving the issues raised 
through the duty to co-operate engagement, such as those set out in Table 3. 
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Table 3: Audit of engagement with main recipients of North London’s waste to landfill and 
hazardous waste facilities (April 2016) 

Waste Planning 
Authority 

Region 
Type of 
facility 

Type of 
waste 

Issues raised 
Outcome 

Bedford, Central 
Bedfordshire and 
Luton 

EoE Landfill  CD&E Need to send 
assumptions in 
relation to future 
waste arisings (Data 
Study). 
 
Q over Rookery 
being identified as 
suitable for inert 
waste. 
 
Is similar work being 
done for London as a 
whole? 
 
Beds do not plan for 
inert waste. 

Data Study and 
Exports to 
Landfill paper 
circulated 
 
Rookery not 
identified as an 
alternative 
landfill site for 
North London’s 
inert waste 
 
London Plan 
evidence base 
work includes 
London-wide 
exports data. 

Buckinghamshire SE Landfill LACW, 
C&I and 
CD&E 

Need to send 
assumptions in 
relation to future 
waste arisings (Data 
Study). 
 
Does not consider 
EA void space 
information is 
inadequate. 
 
Requested 
consultation with 
EoE and SE TABs 
 
“Until far more 
detailed and 
evidenced data is 
brought forward I 
would not wish to 
give your present 
documents any 
endorsement.” 

Data Study and 
Exports to 
Landfill paper 
circulated 
 
EA void space 
information is 
the best 
available data. 
 
EoE and SE TABs 
consulted. 

Cambridgeshire & 
Peterborough 

EoE Landfill LACW and 
hazardous  

Monitor hazardous 
waste to 
Thornhaugh landfill 
site. 
 

Exports to 
Landfill paper 
updated, 
including 
Thornhaugh 
landfill site. 
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Waste Planning 
Authority 

Region 
Type of 
facility 

Type of 
waste 

Issues raised 
Outcome 

Some landfill sites 
have restrictions on 
them which limits 
the amount of waste 
they can receive 
from the London 
area. 
 
Do not agree with 
approach to 
‘homeless’ waste. 

 
Restrictions 
noted. 
 
SoCG will 
identify any 
disagreements 
with North 
London’s 
approach to 
waste. 

Derbyshire   Recovery 
Treatment 

Hazardous No response Continue to 
chase up 
response. 

East London 
Boroughs (Barking 
& Dagenham, 
Havering, 
Newham, 
Redbridge) 

London Landfill 
 
Treatment 
Transfer 
Recovery 

LACW, 
C&I and 
CD&E 
 
Hazardous 

Notes that averages 
fail to account for 
trends. 
 
Rainham landfill 
extended to end of 
2024. 
 
Members have not 
been informed of 
DtC work. 

Analysis of 
exports over 
the last five 
years show that 
there are 
almost no 
patterns or 
trends, with 
tonnages 
varying 
significantly 
from year to 
year. 
 
Update on 
Rainham noted. 
 
Requirements 
for SoCG have 
superseded 
member 
involvement in 
DtC. 

Essex & Southend-
on-sea 

EoE Landfill 
 
Recovery 
Transfer 

LACW, 
C&I and 
CD&E  
 
Hazardous 

Seeks further 
information on the 
reduction of residual 
waste exports, 
management of 
CD&E waste within 
North London and 
the consequences 
for Essex and 
Southend-on-Sea. 

This work has 
been 
undertaken as 
part of the duty 
to co-operate 
described in 
section 4 above. 
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Waste Planning 
Authority 

Region 
Type of 
facility 

Type of 
waste 

Issues raised 
Outcome 

Greenwich London Recovery  
Transfer 

Hazardous No response Continue to 
chase up 
response. 

Hammersmith 
and Fulham 

London Transfer 
Recovery 

Hazardous Any “formal 
statement” should 
involve the OPDC. 
 
Wants more details 
on how to involve 
Members. 

Noted. 

Hertfordshire EoE Landfill 
 
Transfer 
Treatment  

C&I and 
CD&E  
 
Hazardous 

Application for 
extension to 
Westmill to 2023 
being considered. 
 
Great Westwood 
Quarry could be 
extended by two 
years. 
 
Ingrebourne Valley 
has closed. 

Information on 
landfill sites 
noted. 

Kent  SE Landfill 
Recovery 
Transfer 
Treatment 
Incineration 

Hazardous  
 
 

No response Continue to 
chase up 
response. 

Lincolnshire   Recovery Hazardous  No response Continue to 
chase up 
response. 

Medway  SE Transfer 
Treatment 
Recovery 

Hazardous  Further clarification 
on member 
involvement 
requested. 

Requirements 
for SoCG have 
superseded 
this. 

Milton Keynes SE Landfill C&I and 
CD&E  

No response Continue to 
chase up 
response. 

Northamptonshire   Landfill 
Transfer 

LACW and 
hazardous  
 
 

How have waste 
targets and 
predicted increases 
in waste 
management 
capacity (that would 
divert waste from 
landfill thereby 
reducing exports) 
within the WPA’s 
administrative 

Modelling work 
includes targets 
such as 
recycling and 
landfill 
diversion.  This 
is set out in the 
NLWP Data 
Study. 
 
Requirements 
for SoCG have 
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Waste Planning 
Authority 

Region 
Type of 
facility 

Type of 
waste 

Issues raised 
Outcome 

boundaries been 
accounted for? 
 
No update on East 
Northants Resource 
Management 
Facility. 
 
Do not see benefit of 
agreeing a formal 
statement and do 
not wish to involve 
Members. 

superseded 
member 
involvement in 
DtC. 

Redcar & 
Cleveland 

 Landfill Hazardous  No response Continue to 
chase up 
response. 

Surrey  SE Landfill 
Treatment 

Hazardous  
 
 

Significant concerns 
that there are 
competing needs, 
particularly for inert 
waste, coming from 
London and e.g. HS2. 
Current Surrey 
Waste Plan only 
plans strategically 
for waste up to 
2018.  Currently 
preparing a new 
waste plan.  

Noted, however 
the North 
London 
Boroughs 
cannot plan for 
London as a 
whole. 
 
The North 
London 
Boroughs 
provided 
comments on 
Surrey’s draft 
Waste Plan, 
including cross-
boundary waste 
movements in 
November 
2016, February 
2017 and 
November 
2017. 

Thurrock EoE Landfill CD&E and 
C&I  

No response Continue to 
chase up 
response. 

Walsall  Transfer Hazardous Agrees to formal 
statement but feels 
correspondence 
should suffice. 

Requirements 
for SoCG have 
superseded 
member 
involvement in 
DtC. 
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Waste Planning 
Authority 

Region 
Type of 
facility 

Type of 
waste 

Issues raised 
Outcome 

West London 
Boroughs (Brent, 
Ealing, Harrow, 
Hillingdon, 
Hounslow and 
Richmond) 

London Transfer Hazardous  No response Continue to 
chase up 
response. 

Wiltshire & 
Swindon  

 Landfill 
Transfer 

Hazardous  
 

No response Continue to 
chase up 
response. 

4.12 In addition to the engagement set out above, the North London Boroughs provided 
comments on a number of other Local Plans and Waste Plans.  These are summarised in 
the table below. 

 

Waste Planning Authority Comments on Date 

Buckinghamshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan Proposed 
Submission Consultation 

April 2018 

Buckinghamshire Minerals and Waste Plan: Draft Plan for 
Consultation 

Sept 2017 

Cambridgeshire and 
Peterborough 

Minerals and Waste Local Plan – 
preliminary draft consultation 

June 2018 

City of London Local Plan Issues and Options November 2016 

Essex County Council & 
Southend-On-Sea Borough 
Council 

Replacement Waste Local Plan: Pre-
submission Draft 

March 2016 

Royal Borough of 
Kensington & Chelsea 

Local Plan Partial Review – Main 
Modifications 

September 2018 

Royal Borough of 
Kensington & Chelsea 

Local Plan Partial Review – Publication 
Policies (Reg 19) and the WRWA Waste 
Technical Paper 

March 2017 

Royal Borough of 
Kensington & Chelsea 

Local Plan Partial Review – Issues and 
Options and the WRWA Waste Planning 
Authorities Waste Apportionments 
Engagement Statement 

February 2016 

Kent Partial Review Minerals And Waste Local 
Plan (Duty To Co-Operate Engagement: 
Asbestos Disposal Site) 

June 2018 

Leicestershire County 
Council 

Minerals and Waste Local Plan March 2018 

London Legacy 
Development Corporation 

Local Plan review January 2018 

Old Oak and Park Royal 
Development Corporation 

Second revised Reg 19 Local Plan July 2018 

Old Oak and Park Royal 
Development Corporation 

Local Plan Reg 19 
 

September 2017 
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Waste Planning Authority Comments on Date 

Old Oak and Park Royal 
Development Corporation 

Local Plan Reg 18 March 2016 

Suffolk Minerals and Waste Local Plan – 
submission draft 

July 2018 

Suffolk Minerals and Waste Local Plan – Issues 
and Options Consultation 

February 2017 

Surrey County Council   Waste Local Plan 2018 - Cross 
border waste movements 

November 2017 

Surrey County Council  Replacement Waste Local Plan 2018 
cross border movements 

February 2017 

Surrey County Council  ‘Issues and Options’ Waste Plan November 2016 

Thurrock Local Plan Issues and Options (stage 1) 
document 

April 2016 

Tower Hamlets Regulation 19 Local Plan November 2017 

Tower Hamlets Draft Local Plan January 2017 

Tower Hamlets Local Plan consultation document February 2016 

Western Riverside 
boroughs 

Waste movements May 2017 
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5 Summary of main waste movement issues  
 
5.1 The North London Boroughs have worked hard, through the duty to co-operate and 

consultation events, to take account of issues raised by WPAs relating to cross-
boundary waste movements.  The Proposed Submission NLWP accommodates all the 
changes suggested by the East of England and South East regions in their 
representations on the Draft Plan (see Table 2 above). 
 

5.2 The boroughs have provided detailed information on future waste exports to WPAs 
which are likely to receive North London’s waste exports over the next fifteen years.  
This is set out in the Exports to Landfill 2017-2032 report which was consulted on in 
April 2016. This has been updated as Exports to Landfill 2020-2035 to accompany the 
Proposed Submission NLWP. 

 
5.3 The boroughs have identified any planning constraints, such as closure of facilities, 

which prevent waste flows continuing over the plan period.  These are set out in the 
Exports to Landfill reports and have been updated where new information has come 
forward.  The same reports also identifies alternative landfill sites and adequate void 
space in London, South East and East of England to take North London’s waste exports 
during the NLWP plan period.   
 

5.4 One of the issues that is raised consistently by WPAs outside of London is that they 
need further information about London’s waste exports as a whole so they can plan 
for London’s waste.  However, the North London Boroughs are planning for North 
London’s waste and strategic/regional level waste planning can only be undertaken by 
the GLA.  This issue results in a barrier to engagement because WPAs can only say if 
there is sufficient space for North London’s waste if they understand how much waste 
from London as a whole will be exported to their area.  The GLA’s consultants SLR 
have produced a report1 on London’s waste exports as part of the draft new London 
Plan which may help WPAs better understand the London-wide picture.   

 
5.5 A related issue is that the destination of waste is largely dependent on market forces.  

The NLWP will not be able to influence where waste exports go after the closure of a 
particular facility, so it is not possible, nor arguably desirable, to plan for the final 
destinations of waste in the future.  The NPPW states that “spurious precision should 
be avoided” when it comes to planning for waste and identifying at which facility 
exported waste will be managed in the future is considered to fall within “spurious” 
detail.  The boroughs contend that the information in the Exports to Landfill reports 
provides sufficient information to demonstrate that there is available void space for 
North London’s waste. 

 
5.6 Some WPAs also expressed reluctance to sign an MoU agreeing arrangements for co-

operation and the position on waste flows and any constraints.  Now that statements 

                                                      
1 A data report setting out information on waste movements into and out of London, how waste is 

managed (Report 3 - Strategic Waste Data) (SLR, Mar 2017) 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/task_3_-_strategic_waste_data.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/task_3_-_strategic_waste_data.pdf
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of common ground are required when the plan is submitted, this mechanism may 
persuade WPAs to put more thought into agreeing a way forward.  

 
 

6 Audit of co-operation with prescribed public bodies and how this has 
influenced the draft plan 

 
The North London Boroughs are required by planning Regulations to co-operate with 
prescribed public bodies2.  An audit of engagement with the prescribed bodies and how 
comments have been taken into account in the Proposed Submission NLWP is set out in the 
table below.

                                                      
2 Prescribed in Regulation 4.(1) of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012   
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Table 5: Audit of co-operation with prescribed bodies 

Prescribed public body Main comments on Draft Plan Outcome 

Civil Aviation Authority No response N/A 

English Heritage No response N/A 

Environment Agency Key areas of concern relate to the 
evidence base across a number of topics 
including flood risk, Water Framework 
Directive, Source Protection Zones and 
the data used in relation to existing 
waste sites.  
 
Require a level 2 assessment of the 
allocated sites and areas proposed in 
flood zones 2 and 3. 

North London Boroughs have worked 
with EA to address these concerns, 
including strengthening Policy 6, 
updating the data study, amending 
Areas proformas.  
 
All sites/areas have been subject to a 
sequential test. 
 
A new policy on the control of inert 
waste has been included in the NLWP.  

Highways Agency No comment N/A 

Local Enterprise Partnership (see 
Mayor of London) 

N/A N/A 

Local Nature Partnerships No response N/A 

Marine Management Organisation No comment N/A 

Natural England Detailed comments on SA, HRA and 
Pinkham Way site. 

The points have been addressed through 
the revisions to the Pinkham Way 
proforma  and SA/HRA work.  

NHS Clinical Commissioning Groups 
(formerly Primary Care Trusts) 

No response N/A 

Office of Rail Regulation No comment N/A 

The Mayor of London (GLA) (includes 
London Enterprise Panel and HCA 
function) 

Support for approach. N/A 
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Prescribed public body Main comments on Draft Plan Outcome 

Transport for London The overall strategy set out in the draft 
NLWP is supported. 
Suggest reference is made to the need 
to submit a Transport Assessment for 
the development of waste management 
facilities.  
Suggest NLWP acknowledges those sites 
that fall within the Crossrail 2 
safeguarded area and the need for TfL to 
be consulted on any future development 
proposals.  

Reference to requirements for transport 
assessments has been included. 
 
Reference to Crossrail 2 safeguarding 
directions and need for TfL to be 
consulted has been included. 

Neighbouring local authority: East 
London boroughs 

General support for plan. 
Concern that waste development may 
not come forward on identified land. 
Update provided on Rainham landfill. 

The NLWP meets the requirement for 
Local Plans to “identify sufficient 
opportunities to meet the identified 
needs of their area for the management 
of waste streams” (NPPW 3). There is no 
requirement to deliver the required 
development which is outside the 
influence of the NLWP. 

Neighbouring local authority: West 
London boroughs 

No response N/A 

Neighbouring local authority: Tower 
Hamlets 

Support for plan. N/A 

Neighbouring local authority: City of 
London  

General support for plan. 
Would welcome a reference to strategic 
open land being protected from waste 
uses. 

Metropolitan Open Land is one of the 
absolute criteria identified in Table 10.  
References to Epping Forest and 
Hampstead Heath are also made in the 
plan. 
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Prescribed public body Main comments on Draft Plan Outcome 

Neighbouring local authority: City of 
Westminster 

No response N/A 

Neighbouring local authority: Essex Seeks further information on the 
reduction of residual waste exports, 
management of CD&E waste within 
North London and the consequences for 
Essex and Southend-on-Sea. 

This work has been undertaken as part 
of the duty to co-operate described in 
section 4 above. 

Neighbouring local authority: 
Hertfordshire 

Application for extension to Westmill to 
2023 being considered. 
 
Great Westwood Quarry could be 
extended by two years. 
 
Ingrebourne Valley has closed. 

Information on landfill sites noted. 
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7 Next Stages 
 
7.1 The North London Boroughs will work towards signing  statements of common ground 

with each of the WPAs which receive significant amount of waste exports from North 
London.  A draft SoCG has been circulated for comment to an number of WPAs for 
their comments which will help inform a final template. 
 

7.2 The NPPG guidance on plan-making says “A statement of common ground is a written 
record of the progress made by strategic policy-making authorities during the process 
of planning for strategic cross-boundary matters. It documents where effective co-
operation is and is not happening throughout the plan-making process, and is a way of 
demonstrating at examination that plans are deliverable over the plan period, and 
based on effective joint working across local authority boundaries. In the case of local 
planning authorities, it also forms part of the evidence required to demonstrate that 
they have complied with the duty to cooperate.” (paragraph 2). 

 
7.3 The NPPG guidance on plan-making also sets out what statements of common ground 

are expected to contain (paragraph 3).  The contents relevant to cross-boundary 
movements of waste include: 
 
a. a short written description and map showing the location and administrative areas 

covered by the statement, and a brief justification for these area(s); 
b. the key strategic matters being addressed by the statement; 
c. the plan-making authorities responsible for joint working detailed in the 

statement, and list of any additional signatories (including cross-referencing the 
matters to which each is a signatory); 

d. governance arrangements for the cooperation process, including how the 
statement will be maintained and kept up to date; 

f. distribution of needs in the area as agreed through the plan-making process, or 
the process for agreeing the distribution of need (including unmet need) across 
the area; 

g. a record of where agreements have (or have not) been reached on key strategic 
matters, including the process for reaching agreements on these; and 

h. any additional strategic matters to be addressed by the statement which have not 
already been addressed, including a brief description how the statement relates to 
any other statement of common ground covering all or part of the same area. 

 
7.4 The NPPG also states (paragraph 4) that When authorities are in a position to detail 

the distribution of identified needs in the defined area (ie f. in the above list), the 
statement will be expected to set out information on: 

 
a. the capacity within the strategic policy-making authority area(s) covered by the 

statement to meet their own identified needs; 
b. the extent of any unmet need within the strategic policy-making authority area(s); 

and 
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c. agreements (or disagreements) between strategic policy-making authorities about 
the extent to which these unmet needs are capable of being redistributed within 
the wider area covered by the statement. 
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