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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.  
 
 
Name_______________________ 
 
 
Address_____________________ 
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North London Waste Plan
Regeneration & Planning 
Camden Town Hall 
Judd Street
London WC1H 9JE  

 



 
 
 
Contents 
 
1. Introduction ........................................................................................................................ 2 

2. Management Strategy Options .......................................................................................... 3 

3. Growth Assumption Options .............................................................................................. 5 

4. Capacity Strategy Options .................................................................................................. 7 

5. Conclusions ....................................................................................................................... 14 

Appendix A: Data Study Scenarios ........................................................................................... 16 

 

 
 
 
 
  



Draft NLWP Options Appraisal (August 2018) 

2 
 

1. Introduction 
 
1.1 The North London Waste Plan (NLWP) is a local plan document.  It will identify future 

capacity requirements for waste management in North London and allocate sufficient 
land in the most suitable locations to accommodate enough new waste facilities to meet 
capacity gaps. It will also include policies to manage development of waste facilities in 
North London.  
 

1.2 In line with the National Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 35) to ensure the NLWP 
is justified, the purpose of this Options Appraisal report is to test a range of options so as 
to be able to demonstrate that the North London Boroughs have considered reasonable 
alternatives and that Plan follows an appropriate strategy.  The report tests three groups 
of options:  

 
1.3 How North London’s waste will be managed (management strategy).  Section 2 of this 

report considers the following behaviour modelling options: 

 Option I: Baseline 

 Option II: Maximised Recycling 

 Option III: Maximised Recovery/median recycling 
 

1.4 How much waste will be generated over the plan period (growth assumptions).   Section 
3 of this report considers the following growth modelling options: 

 Option A: No Growth 

 Option B: Growth 

 Option C: Minimised growth 
 

1.5 How much of north London’s waste can be managed within north London (capacity 
strategy). Sections 4 and 5 of this report consider the following options: 

 Option 1: Meeting the London Plan apportionment  

 Option 2: Meeting the London Plan apportionment and C&D waste arisings 

 Option 3: Meeting the London Plan apportionment, C&D and hazardous waste 
streams 

 Option 4: Meeting the North London arisings and C&D waste streams 

 Option 5: Meeting the North London arisings, C&D and hazardous waste streams 
 

1.6 This report compares the options having regard to the objectives of the plan and feeds 
in to the sustainability appraisal. 
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2. Management Strategy Options 
 
2.1 The North London Boroughs have statutory duties to meet targets and the NLWP will 

need to be ambitious in order to achieve European Union, national, regional and local 
targets.  These targets are as follows: 
 

Table 2.1: Recycling and recovery targets with 2016 baseline  

Waste stream Target  2016 
baseline 

LACW 50% recycling for LACW by 2025  
(contributing to 65% recycling of municipal waste by 
2030) 

29% 

C&I 75% recycling by 2030  
(contributing to 65% recycling of municipal waste by 
2030) 

52% 

C&D 95% recycling by 2020 50-60% 

Biodegradable or 
recyclable waste 

Zero biodegradable or recyclable waste to landfill by 
2026 

Not 
known 

 
2.2 The three recycling/recovery scenarios (detailed in Appendix A) were considered which 

represent different behaviours that will affect the quantity of recycling and recovery 
possible from the waste arisings.  The behaviour scenario options are: 

 Option I: Baseline (current levels of recycling/recovery) 

 Option II: Maximised Recycling 

 Option III: Maximised Recovery/median recycling 
 
Option I: Baseline 
 
2.3 An assessment of the pros and cons of Option I: Baseline are summarised in Table 2.2 

below.  
 

Table 2.2: Assessment of Option I: Baseline 

Pros Cons 
 

 Not in line with EU, national and 
regional recycling targets and 
timeframes 

 

 
 Management lower down the waste 

hierarchy 

 

 
 Higher requirement for landfill 

 

 
 Does not meet aim and objective of 

NLWP 

 

 
2.4 Option I: Baseline does not provide the necessary impetus for change needed to reduce 

landfill, increase recycling and manage waste higher up the waste hierarchy.  It would 
not be in line with European Union, national, regional and local targets on recycling 
within the timeframe.  
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Option II: Maximised Recycling 
 
2.5 An assessment of the pros and cons of Option II: Maximised recycling are summarised in 

Table 2.3 below. 
 

Table 2.3: Assessment of Option II: Maximised Recycling  

Pros Cons 
 

Management higher up the waste 
hierarchy 

Higher land-take compared to Option 
III: Maximised Recovery 

 

 
Complies with EU, national and 
regional recycling targets and 
timeframes 

Recycling targets may be difficult to 
achieve in north London 

 

 
Lower exports to landfill 

  

 
In line Reflects NLWA recycling aims 

  

 
2.6 Option II: Maximised Recycling aligns with European Union, national, regional and local 

recycling targets.  Option II also means that more waste will be managed further up the 
waste hierarchy than the other options with more opportunity to divert waste away 
from landfill. 
 

2.7 There are risks identified in relation to Option II. The land requirement is higher than the 
other options and the NLWP will need to demonstrate that sufficient land  can be 
delivered within North London to meet this need.  In addition, increasing recycling in 
North London in the timeframes set out will be challenging. 

 
Option III: Maximised Recovery & Median Recycling 
 
2.8 An assessment of the pros and cons of Option III: Maximised recovery/median recycling 

are summarised in Table 2.4 below.  
 
Table 2.4: Assessment of Option III: Maximised Recovery & Median Recycling  

Pros  Cons  
 

Lower land-take compared to Option 
II: Maximised Recycling 

Recycling targets can be achieved, but 
not within timeframes and therefore 
would not meet EU, national and 
regional targets 

 

 
 Management lower down the waste 

hierarchy 

 

  
Higher requirement for landfill 

 

  
2.9 Whilst Option III could deliver net self-sufficiency through prioritising recovery over 

recycling, it would not meet the Mayor’s timescales for recycling.  In addition, this option 

would not help reduce waste going to landfill and management waste higher up the 

waste hierarchy to the same extent as Option II. 
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3. Growth Assumption Options 
 
3.1 The Data Study considers a number of population and economic growth scenarios to 

identify the likely future waste management requirements over the NLWP plan period to 
2035.  The modelling exercise looked at a range of different growth rates (detailed in 
Appendix A) representing objectives set within Mayoral strategies, including the London 
Plan, as well as those set nationally.  These are detailed in detailed in the NLWP Data 
Study Part 21 
 

3.2 The three growth scenarios detailed in Appendix A represent different population and 
economic factors that will affect the quantity of waste generated from households, 
businesses and services.  The growth assumption options are: 

A. No Growth 
B. Growth 
C. Minimised growth 

 
3.3 For LACW projections, the NLWP data study uses detailed modelling work undertaken by 

the NLWA to inform the need for new infrastructure.  Growth options have already been 
factored in to the NLWA modelling, and a preferred option chosen which is the one used 
in the NLWP data study.  The London Plan also includes forecasts for LACW (categorised 
as ‘household waste’) but these are estimates.  The NLWA figures are the most 
appropriate data because they are based on detailed modelling and are considered the 
most accurate.  

 
3.4 For C&I projections, the NLWP data study uses recent guidance (Defra 2015) on how to 

calculate C&I waste arisings using the Waste Data Interrogator (WDI).  The GLA uses a 
different method to calculate the C&I waste arisings2, which underpin the 
apportionment targets, in the London Plan.  The GLA’s approach is based on a survey 
undertaken in 2009 during a recession, and uses a method that is no longer used by 
waste planning authorities. The GLA’s method can overestimate the amount of C&I 
waste that boroughs will have to plan for. Indeed, the NLWP estimates of C&I for 2016 
are around 300,000 tonnes less using the new method.  The methodology using the WDI 
is considered the most appropriate way to calculate C&I arisings because it is the most 
up to date 

 
3.5 Figure 1 shows the NLWA LACW arisings forecast and compares them with the draft new 

London Plan household waste arisings forecast and apportionment targets.  The graph 
shows that the NLWA LACW forecasts are higher than the GLA’s projections.   

 
 
 
 

                                                      
1   Copies of the Data Study documents are available from the NLWP website 

2 Commercial and Industrial Waste Survey 2009 Final Report (Jacobs for Defra: 2010) which was withdrawn for 
use by Defra in 2015  

http://www.nlwp.net/documents/evidencebase.html
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Figure 1: Comparison of draft new London Plan household waste arisings and 
apportionment targets with NLWA LACW projections 

 
Source: NLWP Data Study (2018) and Greater London Authority 
 
3.6 Figure 2 shows the NLWP C&I arisings forecast for each of the three growth scenarios 

(incorporating the maximum recycling scenario – see Section 2) and compares them 
with the draft new London Plan C&I arisings forecast and apportionment targets.  The 
graph shows that NLWP C&I forecasts for all growth scenarios are lower than the GLA’s 
C&I arisings projections. 

 
Figure 2: Comparison of draft new London Plan C&I waste arisings and apportionment 
targets with NLWP growth options A-C 
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3.7 Option C: Minimised Growth is most closely aligned with the draft new London Plan’s 

apportionment targets for North London.  However, all the evidence and projections 
anticipate substantial population and economic growth in London over the next few 
decades, and the apportionment targets for North London do not represent the total 
waste arising in the area.  It is therefore considered that Option B: Growth, which is 
slightly higher than the North London’s apportionment target for C&I waste, is the most 
appropriate modelling option. 
 

3.8 Growth Options A and C are not considered to be appropriate strategies as they do not 
represent the most credible estimate of growth in North London over the plan period. 

 
4. Capacity Strategy Options 
 
4.1 The NLWP is required to meet apportionment targets for Local Authority Collected 

Waste (LACW) and Commercial and Industrial (C&I) waste set out in the London Plan.  To 
accord with EU and national policy, the NLWP has to go beyond this and plan for all the 
main waste streams. ,.  The Data Study concluded that Low Level Radioactive Waste and 
agricultural waste arisings would not need additional facilities during the plan period.  
Thames Water anticipates that the upgrade to its existing Deephams facility will be 
sufficient to manage wastewater effluent during the plan period. It is anticipated that 
further upgrades to sewage sludge treatment or other treatments can be contained 
within the Deephams site.  This leaves local authority collected waste (LACW), 
commercial and industrial (C&I) and construction, demolition and excavation (CD&E) 
waste streams to plan for in the NLWP.  Hazardous waste is a sub category of all waste 
streams, and is also considered in the NLWP. 
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4.2 This section considers how much waste and what type of waste the Plan should seek to 
manage within north London. The main options for the capacity strategy are: 

 Option 1: Meeting the London Plan apportionment (the equivalent of 75% of 
LACW and C&I waste generated in North London) 

 Option 2: Meeting the London Plan apportionment and net self-sufficiency for 
C&D waste (the equivalent of 75% of LACW and C&I waste and 100% of C&D 
waste generated in North London) 

 Option 3: Meeting the London Plan apportionment, net self-sufficiency for C&D 
and hazardous waste (the equivalent of 75% of LACW and C&I waste and 100% of 
C&D and hazardous waste generated in North London) 

 Option 4: Meeting the North London’s arisings and net self-sufficiency for C&D 
waste (the equivalent of 100% of LACW, C&I and C&D waste generated in North 
London) 

 Option 5: Meeting the North London’s arisings, net self-sufficiency for C&D and 
hazardous waste (the equivalent of 100% of LACW, C&I, C&D and hazardous 
waste generated in North London) 

 
4.3 Net self-sufficiency means providing enough waste management capacity to manage the 

equivalent of the waste generated in North London, while recognising that some 
imports and exports will continue.  Around 28% of excavation waste is recycled within 
North London, with 53%  being exported directly to landfill and 19% through treatment 
facilities. It is anticipated that a similar proportion of excavation waste will continue to 
be exported unless opportunities materialise to re-use it locally, though this cannot be 
predicted with any certainty.  Hazardous waste is also likely to continue to be exported 
to the most appropriate specialist facilities. 
 
Option 1: Meeting the London Plan apportionment 
 

4.4 Each borough is apportioned a quantity of Local Authority Collected Waste (LACW) and 
Commercial and Industrial (C&I) waste to manage through the London Plan.  The 
assumption behind this policy is that if every borough meets their apportionment 
targets, London will be net self-sufficient in waste management capacity for LACW and 
C&I waste streams, notwithstanding continuing imports and exports.   

 
4.5 Waste arisings projections and apportionment targets were recently reviewed through 

the draft new London Plan which was published for consultation in 2017.  The revised 
waste arisings projections for North London are slightly higher than in the current 
London Plan and the apportionment is slightly lower than in the current London Plan.  

 
4.6 The NLWP will be examined under the new London Plan, due for adoption in 2020.  The 

waste arisings and apportionment figures will be tested through the public examination.  
This option tests waste figures in the draft new London Plan.  Figure 3 shows the 
difference between the projected amount of LACW and C&I waste arisings (waste 
generated by north London) and the apportionment targets (waste to be managed in 
north London).   
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Figure 3: Draft new London Plan waste arisings and apportionment targets for North London 

 
Source: Draft new London Plan (November 2017) 
 

 
4.7 An assessment of the pros and cons of Option 1: meeting the London Plan 

apportionment targets are set out in Table 4.1 below. 
 

Table 4.1: Assessment of Option 1: Meeting the London Plan apportionment 

 Pro Con  

 No new land required (aggregated 
approach) or 2ha of land needed 
(disaggregated approach): the lowest of 
all options. 

This approach would represent a 
departure from the Draft Plan (which 
planned for net self-sufficiency for LACW, 
C&I and C&D waste streams) and could 
result in the need to consult again at Reg 
18 stage. 

 

 Meets obligations on North London 
Boroughs to contribute towards 
London’s net self-sufficiency target for 
LACW and C&I.  Might motivate GLA to 
ensure other boroughs meet 
apportionment targets to meet London’s 
net self-sufficiency target. 

Doesn’t address the London Plan’s aim 
for net self-sufficiency for all waste or the 
London Plan’s stipulation that meeting 
apportionment is a minimum 
requirement.  There is a risk that the 
NLWP could be found unsound. 

 

 The draft London Plan acknowledges 
that the main requirement is for sites for 
regional hazardous waste facilities to be 
identified. 

Doesn’t address the London Plan’s 
requirement to make provision for 
hazardous waste treatment facilities or 
the new draft London Plan’s requirement 
for boroughs to work with neighbouring 
authorities to consider the necessary 
facilities when planning for hazardous 
waste.  Doesn’t take into account Draft 
Plan representations from WSE WPAs 
that hazardous waste should be included 
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 Pro Con  

in the net self-sufficiency. There is a risk 
that the NLWP could be found unsound. 

 The Reg 19 NLWP will provide figures on 
how much waste is expected to be 
managed in North London and how 
much will be exported to landfill so that 
receiving WPAs can plan for this.  
Receiving WPAs are aware through duty 
to co-operate discussions that some 
hazardous and excavation waste will 
continue to be exported to landfill. 

To be in line with national policy, the 
NLWP would need to plan for (and seek 
agreement for) the continued exports of 
some LACW and C&I waste, CD&E and 
hazardous waste through the duty to co-
operate and SoCG with WSE WPAs.  The 
WSE WPAs want North London to do 
more to manage its own waste and there 
is a high risk of objections if the NLWP 
does not plan to manage as much waste 
as possible within its borders.  There is a 
risk that the NLWP could be found 
unsound.   

 

 
4.8 Although there are benefits to this option in terms of lower land take required, the risks 

of an unsound plan are high as the NLWP would not be in compliance with national 
policy on planning for all main waste streams.  A large quantity of local arisings of C&D 
waste is currently managed outside London and this subsequently draws criticism from 
neighbouring waste planning authorities that the North London Boroughs not doing 
enough to manage all the wastes they create. 

Option 2: Meeting the London Plan apportionment and net self-sufficiency for C&D waste 
 

4.9 Option 2 goes beyond just meeting the apportionment targets to also plan for the 
significant C&D waste stream.  An assessment of the pros and cons of Option 2: Meeting 
the London Plan apportionment and net self-sufficiency for C&D waste are set out in 
Table 4.2 below. 

 
Table 4.2: Assessment of Option 2: Meeting the London Plan apportionment and net self-
sufficiency for C&D waste  

 Pro Con  

 Would not require a further round of 
Reg 18 consultation. 

Higher land take than Option 1.  NLWP 
will need to demonstrate that sufficient 
land is available over the plan period to 
meet the identified need. 

 

 Meets obligations on North London 
Boroughs to contribute towards 
London’s net self-sufficiency target for 
LACW and C&I plus 100% of North 
London’s C&D waste arisings.  Might 
motivate GLA to ensure other boroughs 
meet apportionment targets to meet 
London’s net self-sufficiency target. 

Doesn’t fully address the London Plan’s 
aim for net self-sufficiency or the London 
Plan’s stipulation that meeting 
apportionment is a minimum 
requirement.  There is a risk that the 
NLWP could be found unsound. 

 

 The draft London Plan acknowledges 
that the main requirement is for sites for 

Doesn’t address the London Plan’s 
requirement to make provision for 
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 Pro Con  

regional hazardous waste facilities to be 
identified. 

hazardous waste treatment facilities or 
the new draft London Plan’s requirement 
for boroughs to work with neighbouring 
authorities to consider the necessary 
facilities when planning for hazardous 
waste.  Doesn’t take into account Draft 
Plan representations from WSE WPAs 
that hazardous waste should be included 
in the net self-sufficiency. There is a risk 
that the NLWP could be found unsound. 

 The Reg 19 NLWP will provide figures on 
how much waste is expected to be 
managed in North London and how 
much will be exported to landfill so that 
receiving WPAs can plan for this.  
Receiving WPAs are aware through duty 
to co-operate discussions that some 
hazardous and excavation waste will 
continue to be exported to landfill. 

To be in line with national policy, the 
NLWP would need to plan for (and seek 
agreement for) the continued exports of 
some LACW and C&I waste, Excavation 
and hazardous waste through the duty to 
co-operate and SoCG with WSE WPAs.  
The WSE WPAs want North London to do 
more to manage its own waste and there 
is a high risk of objections if the NLWP 
does not plan to manage as much waste 
as possible within its borders.  There is a 
risk that the NLWP could be found 
unsound.   

 

 
 
4.10 With Option 2, the NLWP would still need to plan for (and seek agreement for) the 

continued exports of some LACW and C&I waste as well as hazardous waste.  Therefore 
the Plan could still draw objections from neighbouring authorities who want to see 
London reduce its exports.   

 
4.11   Excavation waste, which usually belongs to the CD&E waste stream, is not included 

in this option as excavation waste can only be managed through landfill, landscaping and 
other similar methods.  It is often used for engineering uses, for example in remediating 
former quarries, and therefore has a positive contribution in land management and does 
not often draw objections. 

 
Option 3: Meeting the London Plan apportionment, net self-sufficiency for C&D and 
hazardous waste 
 
4.12 This Option includes all the main waste streams but only seeks to manage the 

apportioned element of LACW and C&I waste (an estimated 75% of this waste arisings). 
 

4.13 An assessment of the pros and cons of Option 3: Meeting the London Plan 
apportionment, net self-sufficiency for C&D and hazardous waste is set out in Table 4.3 
below. 
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Table 4.3: Assessment of Option 3: Meeting the London Plan apportionment, net self-
sufficiency for C&D and hazardous waste  

 Pro Con  

 Meets obligations on North London 
Boroughs to contribute towards 
London’s net self-sufficiency target for 
LACW and C&I plus 100% of North 
London’s C&D and hazardous waste 
arisings.  Might motivate GLA to ensure 
other boroughs meet apportionment 
targets to meet London’s net self-
sufficiency target. 

Higher land take than Options 1 and 2.  
NLWP will need to demonstrate that 
sufficient land is available over the plan 
period to meet the identified need. 

 

 Takes into account London Plan 
requirements for hazardous waste 
facilities and Draft Plan representations 
from WSE WPAs that hazardous waste 
should be included in the net self-
sufficiency target. 

Doesn’t address the London Plan’s 
stipulation that meeting apportionment 
is a minimum requirement.  There is a 
risk that the NLWP could be found 
unsound. 

 

 The Reg 19 NLWP will provide figures on 
how much waste is expected to be 
managed in North London and how 
much will be exported to landfill so that 
receiving WPAs can plan for this.  
Receiving WPAs are aware through duty 
to co-operate discussions that some 
excavation waste (around half) will 
continue to be exported to landfill. 
There is a lower risk of objections from 
WSE WPAs. 

To be in line with national policy, the 
NLWP would need to plan for (and seek 
agreement for) the continued exports of 
some excavation waste through the duty 
to co-operate and SoCG with WSE WPAs.  
There is a risk of objections from WSE 
WPAs.   

 

 
4.14 The main risk associated with Option 3 is that unless all London boroughs meet their 

apportionment targets, London will continue to miss its target of net self-sufficiency for 
LACW and CI& waste.  Therefore WPAs outside London could argue that planning for 
apportioned levels of LACW and C&I waste is not enough.   
 

Option 4: Meeting North London’s arisings and net self-sufficiency for C&D waste 
 

4.15 The risk associated with Option 3 could be addressed if the NLWP aims to deliver 
capacity equivalent to all forecast LACW and C&I waste arisings (net self-sufficiency for 
these waste streams).  
 

4.16 An assessment of the pros and cons of Option 4: Meeting North London’s arisings 
and net self-sufficiency for C&D waste is set out in Table 4.4 below.  

 
Table 4.4: Assessment of Option 4: Meeting North London arisings and net self-sufficiency 
for C&D waste  
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 Pro Con  

 Meets obligations on North London 
Boroughs to contribute towards 
London’s net self-sufficiency target for 
LACW and C&I plus 100% of North 
London’s C&D waste arisings.   

Similar land take to Option 2.  NLWP will 
need to demonstrate that sufficient land 
is available over the plan period to meet 
the identified need. 

 

 The draft London Plan acknowledges 
that the main requirement is for sites for 
regional hazardous waste facilities to be 
identified. 

Doesn’t address the London Plan’s 
requirement to make provision for 
hazardous waste treatment facilities or 
the new draft London Plan’s requirement 
for boroughs to work with neighbouring 
authorities to consider the necessary 
facilities when planning for hazardous 
waste.  Doesn’t take into account Draft 
Plan representations from WSE WPAs 
that hazardous waste should be included 
in the net self-sufficiency. There is a risk 
that the NLWP could be found unsound. 

 

 The Reg 19 NLWP will provide figures on 
how much waste is expected to be 
managed in North London and how 
much will be exported to landfill so that 
receiving WPAs can plan for this.  
Receiving WPAs are aware through duty 
to co-operate discussions that some 
hazardous and excavation waste will 
continue to be exported to landfill. 

To be in line with national policy, the 
NLWP would need to plan for (and seek 
agreement for) the continued exports of 
some excavation and hazardous waste 
through the duty to co-operate and SoCG 
with WSE WPAs.  The WSE WPAs want 
North London to do more to manage its 
own waste and there is a high risk of 
objections if the NLWP does not plan to 
manage as much waste as possible within 
its borders.  There is a risk that the NLWP 
could be found unsound.   

 

 
4.17 Like Option 2, the main risk would still need to plan for (and seek agreement for) the 

continued exports of some hazardous waste.  Therefore the Plan could still draw 
objections from neighbouring authorities who want to see London reduce its exports.   
 

Option 5: Meeting North London’s arisings, net self-sufficiency for C&D and hazardous 
waste 
 
4.18 This Option represents the maximum that North London can plan for within its 

borders, net self-sufficiency for LACW, C&I, C&D and hazardous waste streams.  
 

4.19 An assessment of the pros and cons of Option 5: Meeting North London’s arisings 
and net self-sufficiency for C&D and hazardous waste is set out in Table 4.5 below.  

 
Table 4.5: Assessment of Option 5: Meeting North London’s arisings, net self-sufficiency for 
C&D and hazardous waste  
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 Pro Con  

 Meets obligations on North London 
Boroughs to contribute towards 
London’s net self-sufficiency target for 
LACW and C&I plus 100% of North 
London’s C&D and hazardous waste 
arisings.   

Similar land take to Option 3.  NLWP will 
need to demonstrate that sufficient land 
is available over the plan period to meet 
the identified need. 

 

 The Reg 19 NLWP will provide figures on 
how much waste is expected to be 
managed in North London and how 
much will be exported to landfill so that 
receiving WPAs can plan for this.  
Receiving WPAs are aware through duty 
to co-operate discussions that some 
excavation waste (around half) will 
continue to be exported to landfill. 
There is a lower risk of objections from 
WSE WPAs. 

To be in line with national policy, the 
NLWP would need to plan for (and seek 
agreement for) the continued exports of 
some excavation waste through the duty 
to co-operate and SoCG with WSE WPAs.  
There is a risk of objections from WSE 
WPAs.   

 

 Takes into account London Plan 
requirements for hazardous waste 
facilities and Draft Plan representations 
from WSE WPAs that hazardous waste 
should be included in the net self-
sufficiency target. 

Risk that boroughs with a capacity gap 
may ask North London to take some of 
their apportionment target as we are 
meeting more than our apportionment. 

 

 
4.20 Option 5 is the preferred option because it plans to manage as much of North 

London’s waste (or an equivalent amount) as possible within North London. 
 

5. Conclusions 
 
5.1 The NLWP is required to meet apportionment targets for LACW and C&I waste set out in 

the London Plan as a minimum requirement.  In addition the NLWP has to plan for all 
waste arising in the plan area for all the main waste streams, as set out in EU and 
national policy. Therefore evidence-based conclusions must be drawn about how much 
waste will be generated over the plan period (growth assumptions), how much waste 
can be managed within north London (capacity strategy) and how this waste should be 
managed (management strategy). 

 
5.2 To ensure the NLWP is justified, this report tests a range of options so as to be able to 

demonstrate that the North London Boroughs have considered reasonable alternatives 
and that Plan follows the most appropriate strategy. 

 
5.3 The boroughs consider Option II: Maximised Recycling the preferred option for the 

management strategy because it aligns with national, regional and local targets.  This 
option also means that more waste will be managed further up the waste hierarchy than 
the other options with more opportunity to divert waste away from landfill. 
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5.4 The boroughs consider Option B: Growth the preferred option for the growth 
assumptions because the evidence and projections anticipate substantial population and 
economic growth in London over the next few decades. 
 

5.5 The boroughs consider Option 5: Meeting North London’s arisings, C&D and hazardous 
waste streams the preferred option because it is compliant with national legislation on 
managing all main waste streams.  In addition, it demonstrates to neighbouring 
authorities outside London that North London intends to manage as much of its own 
waste as possible and reduce exports. 
 

5.6 The most appropriate strategy and therefore Preferred Option for the NLWP is a 
combination of Option B: Growth, Option II: Maximised Recycling to meet Option 5: Net 
self-sufficiency for LACW, C&I, C&D and hazardous waste streams. It is considered that 
this combination, along with existing capacity, will provide the most robust modelling 
scenario to project future capacity gaps and waste management needs.  

 
5.7 The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) also assesses the options to ensure they are consistent 

with, and help to implement, the principles of sustainable development. 
 
 



 
Appendix A: Data Study Scenarios 
 
Table A.1: Growth scenarios 

Options Description Outcome Reason for outcome 

A: No 
growth 

C&I, CD&E, Hazardous & Agricultural wastes: the level of waste arisings in 
2016 is maintained throughout the Plan period. 
 
LACW3: the Mayor’s London Strategy (Municipal Waste Management 
Strategy 2011) target of a reduction to 790 kg of waste generated per 
household by 2031. This decline in arisings is assumed to be cancelled out by 
population growth over the same period, resulting in no change on the 2016 
figures over the Plan period.  

Discounted 
 

 Plan will not take into account 
current trends and growth 
assumptions. 

 Plan will under-provide 
capacity as the planning 
strategy would not be based 
upon predicted population 
and economic changes in 
London 

B: Growth  C&I, CD&E wastes and Hazardous Wastes: all three streams will grow at 
0.81% per annum based on a summary of borough employment 
projections4. 
 
LACW; growth projections (as defined by NLWA based upon the Waste 
forecasting Model, Final Version 8 2014.)  
 
Agricultural wastes: no growth (as no change in farming scale and intensity 
is assumed over the plan period) 

Take 
forward 
 

 Plan is using shared 
assumptions on growth and 
has close correlation to the 
London Plan arisings forecast 

 Plan strategy aligned to the 
assumption of substantial 
population and economic 
growth in London in the next 
few decades 

C: 
Minimised 
growth 

C&I, CD&E and Hazardous wastes: growth at 0.40% per annum throughout 
the Plan period 
 

Discount  
 

 Plan will not take into 
account current trends and 
assumptions.  

                                                      
3  LACW does not include any trade waste collections under all growth scenarios. 
4The 2009 Defra C&I Survey results were influenced by the number of people in employment by business size. Therefore in order to project growth in C&I wastes the projected growth in employment 
growth per annum for the combined total for the 7 boroughs was used with projected employment change from 2016 to 2041 reflecting projected London output growth to 
produce an average annual growth rate of 0.81% The same factor has been applied to the CD&E and Hazardous waste streams.   
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(between 
no growth 
and growth) 

LACW: growth projections (as defined by NLWA based upon the Waste 
forecasting Model, Final Version 8 2014.). 
 
Agricultural wastes – no growth for the reason stated in the GROWTH 
scenario. 

 Risk that the plan will 
under-provide as the 
planning strategy not based 
on predicted population and 
economic changes 
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