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Non-Technical Summary

This Report concludes that the South London Waste Plan (the Plan) provides an
appropriate basis for the waste planning within the London Boroughs of Croydon,
Merton and Sutton and the Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames (the Boroughs),
provided that a number of main modifications (MMs) are made to it. The Boroughs
have specifically requested that we recommend any MMs necessary to enable the
Plan to be adopted.

Following the hearings, the Boroughs prepared schedules of the proposed
modifications and, where necessary, carried out sustainability appraisal of them. The
MMs were subject to public consultation over a seven-week period. In some cases
we have amended their detailed wording where necessary. We have recommended
their inclusion in the Plan after considering the sustainability appraisal and all the
representations made in response to consultation on them.

The Main Modifications can be summarised as follows:

e Amendments required to achieve general conformity with the London Plan:
The Spatial Development Strategy for Greater London (published March
2021) (the London Plan);

e Adjustments to ensure that the Plan accords with national policy in terms of
(amongst other things) heritage assets, amenity protection, design and waste
management;

e Changes to ensure that robust monitoring arrangements are in place to
secure the effectiveness of the Plan; and

e A number of other modifications to ensure that the Plan is legally compliant,
positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy.
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Introduction

1.

This Report contains our assessment of the Plan in terms of Section 20(5) of
the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) (the 2004 Act).
It first considers whether the Plan’s preparation has complied with the Duty to
Cooperate (DtC). It then considers whether the Plan is compliant with legal
requirements and whether it is sound. The National Planning Policy Framework
(the Framework) makes it clear! that in order to be sound, a plan should be
positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy.

The starting point for the examination is the assumption that the waste planning
authorities have submitted what they consider to be a sound Plan. The Plan,
submitted in January 2021 is the basis for our examination. It is the same
document as was published for consultation in September 2020.

Main Modifications

In accordance with section 20(7C) of the 2004 Act the Boroughs requested that
we should recommend any MMs necessary to rectify matters that make the
Plan unsound and /or not legally compliant and thus incapable of being
adopted. Our Report explains why the recommended MMs are necessary. The
MMs are referenced in bold in the report in the form MM1, MM2 etc, and are set
out in full in the Appendix.

Following the examination hearings, the Boroughs prepared a schedule of
proposed MMs and, where necessary, carried out sustainability appraisal of
them. The MM schedule was subject to public consultation for seven weeks.
We have taken account of the consultation responses in coming to our
conclusions in this Report and in this light we have made some amendments to
the detailed wording of the MMs where these are necessary for consistency or
clarity. None of the amendments significantly alters the content of the MMs as
published for consultation or undermines the participatory processes and
sustainability appraisal that has been undertaken. Where necessary we have
highlighted these amendments in the Report.

Policies Maps

5.

The Boroughs must maintain adopted policies maps, which illustrate
geographically the application of the policies in the adopted Development Plan.
The submitted Plan includes maps which illustrate the boundaries of
safeguarded sites as part of their site descriptions.

The policies maps are not defined in statute as a development Plan document
and so we do not have the power to recommend MMs to them. However, the

1 At paragraph 35
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policies of the Plan subject to the MMs we reference below, require changes to
be made to the Boroughs’ policies maps.

These changes to the policies maps were published for consultation alongside
the MMs in the ‘Proposed Changes to the Policies Map’.

When the Plan is adopted, in order to comply with the legislation and give effect
to the Plan’s policies, the Boroughs will need to update their adopted policies
maps to include all the changes set out in the ‘Proposed Changes to the
Policies Map’.

Context of the Plan

9.

10.

11.

The Plan covers four waste planning authority areas (Croydon, Kingston,
Merton and Sutton). This joint document, when adopted, would form part of the
Development Plans for the Boroughs, and would supersede the South London
Waste Plan adopted in 2012. The Plan will be used in the determination of
planning applications and seeks to safeguard sites for waste uses. Taken
together, the four Boroughs constitute a considerable proportion of the South
London area and include both urban neighbourhoods and centres as well as
areas covered by Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) designations.
The area has a rich historic environment including archaeological designations
and a varied townscape, including denser Victorian and more modern
development in centres and more recent suburban development in the
Boroughs’ peripheries.

One of the Plan’s key tasks is to meet the apportionment set out in the London
Plan (2021). This projects how much Household, Commercial and Industrial
Waste (HCI) is likely to be generated in London up to 2041. It apportions a
percentage share of these waste streams to be managed by each London
Borough with an objective that the equivalent of 100 per cent of London’s waste
should be managed within London (i.e. net self-sufficiency) by 2026.

The role, content and purpose of the Plan, as described in LB Sutton’s Local
Development Scheme (LDS), is to analyse the current and future demand for
and supply of waste treatment facilities across the four boroughs and provide
policies against which the Councils will determine planning applications for
waste treatment facilities. Each of the four South London Boroughs have pooled
their apportionments and propose to meet this collectively through existing sites
and land allocated in the Plan.

Public Sector Equality Duty

12.

We have had due regard to the aims expressed in S149(1) of the Equality Act
2010. This has included our consideration of several matters during the
examination including paying appropriate attention to the residential amenity
and air quality implications of waste related development in respect of differing
types of accommodation. These aspects of the examination are discussed in
more detail, where necessary, in respect of the main issues set out below.

6
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Assessment of Duty to Co-operate

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Section 20(5)(c) of the 2004 Act requires that we consider whether the Council
complied with any duty imposed on it by section 33A in respect of the Plan’s
preparation.

The Plan covers the management of waste across four Boroughs, and its
approach would also have cross-boundary implications for other waste planning
authorities. These are the pertinent strategic matters relevant to the Duty to Co-
operate (DtC).

Details of how the Boroughs have met this duty are set out in the ‘Statement of
Cooperation Part 1 and Part 2'2. These documents set out where, when, with
whom and on what basis co-operation has taken place over all relevant
strategic matters.

The evidence demonstrates that the Boroughs have worked closely with
neighbouring waste planning authorities, as well as some further afield where a
strategic relationship was identified, throughout the Plan-making process.

Also evident is the effective relationship the Boroughs have established and
maintained with all of the relevant bodies listed in Part 2 of the Town and
Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (as amended)
(the 2012 Regulations). In addition, consultation has taken place with a wide
range of organisations and bodies as part of the formal consultation process. It
is clear that many of the proposed pre-submission changes to the Plan that
were brought forward by the Boroughs were as a result of consultation with
relevant parties to address their concerns in a constructive and active manner.

Moreover, in terms of cross-boundary collaboration in the wider Greater London
area, the Boroughs are active members of the London Waste Planning Forum,
involving other waste planning authorities (WPAs), waste operators and other
representatives, and have been so throughout the preparation of the Plan.

The preparation of the Plan was informed by a Technical Paper3, which
assessed imports and exports of waste to and from the Plan area. Based on
these matters, the Boroughs engaged in correspondence with the relevant
planning authorities and prescribed bodies, which in some cases has resulted in
signed Statements of Common Ground*. Whilst in other instances positive
engagement from other WPAs has not been forthcoming, any shortcomings in
these regards are not due to the Boroughs’ approach to engagement.

2 Document references: E5 and E6
3 E10 and E11 South London Waste Plan Technical Paper and Appendices

4 Including those in Plan05 Statement of Cooperation (Part 2); and E6 - Statement of
Common Ground with Central and East Berkshire

7
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20.

On the basis of the above considerations, we are satisfied that where necessary
the Council has engaged constructively, actively and on an on-going basis in
the preparation of the Plan and that the DtC has therefore been met.

Assessment of Other Aspects of Legal Compliance

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

The Plan has been prepared in accordance with the Boroughs’ LDSs.

Consultation on the Plan and the MMs was carried out in compliance with the
Boroughs’ Statements of Community Involvement (SCls). The Regulation 19
consultation took place over a seven-week period, consultees, residents’
groups, site owners and others were contacted via letter and e-mail. Specific
webpages were set up for consultation on the Plan, and paper copies of
documents were available at civic offices and libraries where these were open.
The consultation was publicised via social media and press releases. Taken
together, these considerations are indicative of a consultation process at the
Regulation 19 stage which clearly accorded with the Boroughs’ SCls.

Whilst the period which MMs are consulted on is not defined in legislation, the
Planning Inspectorate’s Procedure Guide for Local Plan Examinations® makes it
clear that the nature and duration of the consultation should reflect that held at
the Regulation 19 stage. In the current case, the Boroughs consulted on the
MMs and related material for seven weeks. Taken together, these
considerations also lead us to the conclusion that the Plan has been prepared in
accordance with the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)®, insofar as it advises
that WPAs engage and collaborate with local communities in an early and
meaningful way when identifying options for managing waste.

The Boroughs carried out sustainability appraisal’ (SA) of the Plan, prepared a
report of the findings of the appraisal, and published the report along with the
Plan and other submission documents under Regulation 19. The SA assessed
the Plan against reasonable alternatives. The appraisal was updated?® to
assess the MMs and found that the Plan, subject to the recommended MMs,
would have stronger beneficial outcomes in terms of the majority of
sustainability objectives it assesses, than the reasonable alternatives
considered. Itis clear to us from these considerations that the SA has been a
genuinely iterative process that has worked in step with and informed the Plan-
making process. We therefore conclude that the SA work carried out on the
Plan and in the preparation of the MMs is adequate. We discuss the SA’s
approach to the air quality implications of the Plan in further detail in relation to
Issue 3 below.

The Habitats Regulations Assessment Report® sets out why full Habitats
Regulation Assessment (HRA) of the Plan would be unnecessary as firstly, no

> At paragraph 6.9
6 Waste Paragraph: 012 Reference ID: 28-012-20141016 Revision date: 16 10 2014

752

8 Include reference of final document
2 September 2020, included as Appendix 2 to the SA (Document Reference:S2)
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26.

27.

28.

29.

new waste management sites are proposed. Secondly, arisings and
apportionment targets have reduced since the previous iteration of the Plan,
which was also screened out from full HRA and it is likely that associated overall
heavy goods vehicle (HGV) movements would also be lower than those
occurring during the previous plan period. Thirdly, the two European protected
sites to the south of the plan area are over 10km from its boundaries and
emissions from transport movements are extremely unlikely to have significant
effects. Finally, the Plan’s strategy is focused on achieving net self-sufficiency
and thus would have the potential to limit waste movements to within the plan
area itself. It is also noteworthy in these terms that Natural England expressed
the view that nothing “other than a brief HRA Screening is required”'?; and that it
“does not consider that the Plan poses any likely risk or opportunity in relation to
our statutory purpose”?!. Taking these considerations together leads us to the
conclusion that the approach to HRA is adequate.

The Development Plan, taken as a whole, includes policies to address the
strategic priorities for the development and use of land in the areas covered by
the Boroughs. The Plan includes policies relevant to the strategic management
of waste across the Plan area.

In a similar vein, the Boroughs’ Development Plans, taken as a whole, include
policies designed to secure that the development and use of land in the Plan
area contribute to the mitigation of, and adaptation to, climate change. The
Plan (subject to the required MMs as outlined below) emphasises the
importance of the proximity principle in terms of processing waste; includes
policies to push management of waste up the waste hierarchy; and requires the
use of sustainable construction techniques and the use of good quality materials
in waste developments. In these respects, it is clear that the Plan accords with
s19(1A) of the 2004 Act.

Regulation 8(5) of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012 (the 2012 Regulations) sets out that where Plans contain
policies that are intended to supersede other policies in the adopted
development Plan, this fact should be stated, and superseded policies must be
identified. As submitted the Plan does not clearly comply with this regulation.
As a consequence, MM124 is necessary, which introduces a table which
unambiguously sets out which policies are superseded by the Plan, to achieve
legal compliance in this regard.

The Plan complies with all other relevant legal requirements, including in the
2004 Act and the 2012 Regulations. We give our reasons for our conclusions
on its general conformity with the adopted Spatial Development Strategy in our
discussion of Issue 1, below. For these reasons, we conclude on this issue, that
subject to the above-referenced MM, the Plan is legally compliant insofar as the
aforementioned legislative requirements are concerned.

10 In the correspondence dated 31 January 2020 included as an appendix to the SA.
11 Natural England’s Hearing Statement on Matter 1

9
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Assessment of Soundness

Main Issues

30. Taking account of all the representations, the written evidence and the
discussions that took place at the examination hearings, we have identified 4
main issues upon which the soundness of this Plan depends. This report deals
with these main issues. It does not respond to every point or issue raised by
representors. Nor does it refer to every policy, policy criterion or safeguarded
site in the Plan.

Issue 1 —Is the Plan in general conformity with the London Plan?

31. The 2004 Act requires the Plan to be in general conformity with the London
Plan. As submitted, aspects of the Plan relating to the provision of
compensatory capacity are not in general conformity with the London Plan.
Consequently, MM5, MM20, MM22, MM24 and MM25 are necessary which
would ensure that any compensatory capacity provided would secure an
equivalent amount of qualifying throughput to any existing waste facility that
would be replaced; and to ensure that the Plan would implement the waste
hierarchy set out in Policy SI9(C) of the London Plan. Subject to the
aforementioned MMs, the Plan would achieve general conformity with the
London Plan in these regards. The Mayor of London confirmed?? that these
MMs would address non-conformity issues previously identified at the
Regulation 19 stage.

32. Policy WP7 and its supporting text set out a restrictive approach to the
development of additional energy from waste facilities. Whilst the London
Environment Strategy (May 2018)*3 sets out!* that “no new energy from waste
facilities in London will be needed”, Policy SI8 (D) of the London Plan
encourages (amongst other things) proposals for materials and waste
management sites where they contribute toward renewable energy generation,
and/or are linked to combined cooling heat and power.

33. Inlight of these considerations, MM41 is necessary. This would ensure that the
Plan is in general conformity with the London Plan in terms of its approach to
the development of new energy from waste sites. In addition, it would also
reflect the Boroughs’ generally restrictive overall approach to the development
of new waste management uses, which is justified on the basis of the competing
demands for a limited supply of land for employment use, matters which we
consider further below. As drafted, the Plan does not explicitly reference how
additional benefits from waste development would be assessed, and thus does
not fully reflect Policy SI8(D) of the London Plan in these terms. However,

12 1n jts “Statement of General Conformity” letter to the Boroughs dated 26 August 2021
included as OTHO3 in the Examination Library

13 pocument Reference: R2
14 In Objective 7.4
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34.

35.

36.

MM40 would ensure that the Plan clearly reflects the London Plan in these
terms and would thus secure general conformity on this issue.

The Chessington Railhead site is being used for the treatment and recycling of
construction waste pursuant to the provisions of the Town and Country Planning
(General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015, as amended. We are
aware of no impediments in planning terms which would prevent the Railhead
site from being in continued waste use at or around the time of the adoption of
the Plan. However, as submitted the Railhead has not been identified as a
safeguarded waste site in the Plan.

The consequences of the Chessington Railhead not being allocated as a
safeguarded site are firstly, that any material development which would need
express planning consent would be restricted by the policies of the Plan. This
could inhibit the site moving up the waste hierarchy. Secondly, that the site
itself would not benefit from the restrictions on adjacent development affecting
waste sites which are set out in Policy WP8. Moreover, the approach would be
clearly contrary to Policy SI8 of the London Plan insofar as it expects existing
waste management sites to be safeguarded, and that their capacity should be
optimised. Accordingly, MM71 is necessary, which identifies the Railhead as a
safeguarded site. The MM would achieve both general conformity in these
regards and secure the effectiveness of the Plan in terms of ensuring that the
use of the site could contribute to its objectives insofar as the waste hierarchy is
concerned.

Policy SI9 of the London Plan sets out that waste sites should only be released
to other land uses where compensatory processing capacity is re-provided
elsewhere in London. However, the Plan is not clear that compensatory
provision provided outside of its boundaries but elsewhere in London would be
an acceptable way of facilitating the release of any of its safeguarded sites.
Consequently, MM19 is necessary, which would clarify the position on this
matter and thus achieve general conformity with the London Plan in these
terms.

Conclusion on Issue 1

37.

Taken together, the above considerations lead us to the conclusion on this
issue that the Plan, subject to the aforementioned MMs, is in general conformity
with the London Plan, and thus complies with s24 of the 2004 Act. In arriving at
this view, we have taken particular note of the Mayor of London’s response to
the MM consultation, which sets out his view that general conformity would be
achieved subject to the MMs outlined in this report.

11
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Issue 2 — Does the Plan make adequate provision for the waste
management apportionments required by the London Plan and any
other arisings, and is it positively prepared in this regard?

Waste Management Apportionments

38.

39.

40.

41.

In terms of the management of HCI waste, the National Planning Policy for
Waste (NPPW) sets out!® that WPAs in London should have regard to the
apportionments as set out in the London Plan. We have seen no evidence
sufficient to indicate that deviation from the clear steer given by the NPPW in
these terms would be justified, and neither has it been demonstrated that the
evidence from which the apportionments are derived is not based on a robust
analysis of the best available data and information?é, or that any other
methodology would yield materially different results in these terms.

Policies WP1 and WP2 of the Plan are identified as strategic policies.
According to the Framework such policies should look ahead a minimum 15
year period from adoption to anticipate and respond to long-term requirements
and opportunities. As submitted, the plan period runs to 2036 and thus would
not cover the full fifteen-year period from adoption. Consequently, to achieve
consistency with national policy in these terms, MM1.1, MM2, MM10, and MM16
are necessary, which would extend the Plan-period to 2037. In consequence of
this change the apportionment requirements, and forecasts of other waste
arisings over the plan period need to be adjusted to take into account the longer
timeframe. MM5.1, MM7.1, MM8, MM10.1, MM11 and MM14.1 provide for this
and are necessary for the Plan to be effective.

The revised plan period (2022 to 2037) is shorter than that of the London Plan’s
timeframe for waste apportionments (2021 to 2041). Nevertheless, in dividing
the apportionment requirements across five-year tranches in accordance with
the approach set out in the Technical Paper?’, the Plan includes a robust and
reasonable approach to estimating the apportionment target it would have to
meet by 2037. In any event, subject to the MMs outlined below, the Plan
identifies sufficient throughput capacity to meet the apportionment requirements
set out in the London Plan for 2041.

The Technical Paper includes an assessment of the amount of waste managed
per annum applicable to achieving the London Plan’s apportionment
requirements. These are operations which: use waste in energy recovery; sort
or bulk waste for reuse, reprocessing or recycling; reuse, reprocess or recycle
material; or produce as a solid recovered fuel or high-quality refuse-derived fuel.
Of sites involved in these operations, the Technical Paper assesses both waste
sites subject to the relevant Environment Agency permits, and those with

15 At paragraph 3
16 per paragraph 2 of the of the NPPW
17E10 at 3.5
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42.

43.

44.

exemptions, which nevertheless are involved in the treatment of waste. Taken
together, the range of operations considered across the Plan area provides a
reasonable basis for assessment. Although other exemption categories have
been suggested by some as having the potential to contribute to the area’s
capacity, we are not persuaded that their inclusion would yield materially
different figures to those presented in the Plan.

In line with the London Plan'8, the maximum throughput of a site over the last
five years is used to assess its capacity, and the proportion of the maximum
figure that is managed on site is used to assess its contribution to achieving
apportionment requirements. As drafted however, the Plan indicates that the
assessment of qualifying throughput would be based on the period of 2013-
2017, which would neither allow for effective development management
responses to sites, nor provide a basis for robust monitoring of the Plan.

Consequently, in order to assist with the monitoring of the Plan, and to accord
with its objectives in terms of securing an adequate amount of capacity to meet
apportionments and construction, demolition (CD) and excavation arisings,
balanced against the objective to ensure the availability of sufficient land for
other industrial uses in the area MM19 and MM49 are required. These MMs
would make it clear that an assessment of throughput would be based on the
latest five-year period for which data is available, and would achieve
effectiveness and general conformity in these terms.

A consequential modification (implemented by means of MM50) is necessary
which updates the figures in the Plan to take into account the latest available
data from the Waste Data Interrogator (WDI), in the interests of effectiveness.
This data indicates a healthy surplus in terms of the apportionment requirement
over the Plan period, and would also meet the South London requirement for
2041, as set out in the London Plan. On this basis, it is clear that the Plan does
not need to identify any additional sites or areas for new or enhanced waste
management facilities to accommodate the London Plan apportionments.

Construction and Demolition Waste

45.

The Government’s Planning Practice Guidance!® (PPG) advises that, in
Planning for construction and demolition waste, WPAs should start from the
basis that net arisings will remain constant over time as there is likely to be a
reduced evidence base on which forward projections can be based. PPG sets
out that other issues may be relevant including existing returns from waste
management facilities; data from site management plans; the provision made
for unseen capacity through on-site re-use or management at exempt sites; and
any significant planned regeneration or major infrastructure projects.

18 At paragraph 9.9.2
19 waste at Paragraph: 033 Reference ID: 28-033-20141016 Revision date: 16 10 2014
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46. The evidence on which the Plan’s CD arisings is based further develops the
methodology outlined in the London Plan Topic Paper? on this matter. The
Topic Paper explains discrepancies in the WDI data relating to CD waste,
particularly in terms of the throughput of waste handled by exempt sites and
operations. Consequently, in order to refine forecasts for this waste stream,
and in addition to analysis of planned regeneration or major infrastructure
projects, the Topic Paper uses projections of employment growth in the
construction sector, which informed the London Plan more widely, to assess
future CD arisings.

47. Itis acknowledged that the PPG does not explicitly reference employment
growth in the construction sector as an issue that may be relevant in the
assessment of CD arisings. However, the PPG does not explicitly rule out the
use of such information in developing forecasts for this waste stream, and also
indicates that a “qualitative” assessment may also be acceptable??.
Accordingly, in this instance, and against the background of the London Plan’s
evidence in these regards, we consider that the use of projected employment
growth in the construction sector to inform the Plan’s CD forecasts is
reasonable. In arriving at this view, it is noteworthy that capacity identified in
the Plan comfortably exceeds forecast arisings, as discussed further below.

48. Over the Plan period as revised by MM1.1, MM2, MM6.1, MM10, and MM16,
and based on the methodology outlined above, CD arisings would equate to

415,019 tpa. Taken together, safeguarded sites in the Plan provide capacity for

568,189 tpa of qualifying throughput based on the most up-to-date information
available. It therefore follows that the Plan makes adequate provision for
arisings related to this waste stream.

49. The Plan is not in general conformity with the London Plan in terms of the
beneficial use of CD waste. Neither would it be clear to a decision-taker what
would constitute ‘beneficial use’ for the purposes of the Plan. Consequently,
MM3, MM6, MM38 and MM39 are necessary which provide examples of
beneficial use and identify that the London Plan sets a target of 95% of

excavation material going to beneficial use and 95% of CD waste being reused,
recycled or recovered. These MMs are necessary to ensure conformity with the

London Plan and to provide clarity in these terms?2,
Other Arisings

50. No specific sites are allocated or safeguarded to deal with excavation waste.
Nevertheless, the approach to excavation waste does not conflict with the
London Plan in this respect, which does not expect Boroughs to demonstrate
net self-sufficiency in terms of such arisings. The Plan expects that excavation
waste will continue to be put into beneficial use outside London, and no

20 plan11 London Plan Topic Paper: Waste
21 At Paragraph: 035 Reference ID: 28-035-20141016 Revision date: 16 10 2014
22 1n line with paragraph 16(d) of the Framework
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51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

comments have been made via engagement on the Plan, including through the
DtC process, to cast doubt on this assumption. Moreover, Policy WP2 supports
the provision of temporary sites for the deposit of excavation waste. It follows
from these considerations that the Plan is effective, justified and therefore
soundly based in terms of its approach to excavation waste.

Forecasts for other arisings in the area are based on the relevant WDI
information as a starting point. Arisings in the Plan area of agricultural and
radioactive waste are minimal. Consequently, this does not give rise to any
demonstrable need for specific facilities to be allocated in the Plan to deal with
these waste streams.

In terms of hazardous waste, the WDI information is supplemented by growth
rates applied to London Plan commercial and industrial waste arisings to
produce forecasts. The evidence indicates that hazardous waste generation in
the Plan area is small and the quantity identified is already managed by
identified specialist facilities. Moreover, these facilities would comfortably
accommodate the small increase in arisings projected over the Plan period.
Consequently, there is no justifiable requirement for the Plan to make provision
for any hazardous waste treatment facilities. However, the Plan as drafted is
unclear as to how applications for such facilities would be assessed, and
consequently MM14 is necessary, which would ensure an effective approach to
such matters.

For wastewater, Thames Water has supplied information on volumes treated
and amount of sludge produced, and confirmed that sufficient capacity exists
currently to address these arisings over the revised Plan period. Moreover,
Policy WP2 is supportive of development for improvements to the operation of
sewage treatment works within the Plan area.

In all of these other waste arisings, the information used to inform the Plan
accords with the PPG insofar as it identifies potential sources of waste data that
could be used?3. Consequently, the Plan is based on reasonable and robust
assessments of arisings of these waste streams and is therefore justified in
these terms.

Due to the minimal arisings of radioactive and agricultural wastes, the existing
permits and processes to deal with the former, and ability of sites handling CD
and other waste streams to deal with the latter, we agree that the Plan does not
need to identify specific facilities to manage these arisings.

However, the Plan is unclear as to how applications for the management of
agricultural waste would be assessed. In order to ensure effectiveness in these
regards MM13 is necessary which identifies that proposals for agricultural waste
facilities would only be considered in exceptional circumstances having regard
to Policy WP2. We have made a minor post-consultation change to MM13 to

23 At Paragraph: 035 Reference ID: 28-035-20141016 Revision date: 16 10 2014
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57.

ensure that the correct policy criterion is referred to, a matter that was fully
covered in responses to the MMs.

Accordingly, on the basis of these considerations, the Plan’s approach to these
waste streams is clearly justified.

Intensification

58.

59.

60.

As set out above, the throughput of safeguarded sites would comfortably meet
the London Plan apportionments for the Plan period and beyond, nevertheless
Policy SI8 of the London Plan stipulates that the waste management capacity of
existing sites should be optimised. The Plan has identified sites capable of
being intensified based on discussions with their operators relating to future
intentions. Of those where potential for intensification has been identified, a
figure of 60,0002* tonnes of throughput per hectare has been assumed as a
basis for the additional capacity that could be realised.

We have taken into account views that other methodologies, including more
nuanced site-specific analyses of intensification capacity may have resulted in
higher throughput estimates than those on which the Plan is based. However, it
is important to emphasise that the Plan does not rely on the intensification of
sites to meet its apportionments or other arisings. Neither is there any certainty
at this stage that intensification would occur at identified sites within the Plan
period. For these reasons, it would not be necessary for a more nuanced
assessment of potential capacity increases on sites identified as being capable
of intensification.

Appendix 2 of the Plan contains discrepancies in terms of its identification of
sites considered suitable for intensification when compared with the individual
site descriptions. Consequently, MM52, MM70, MM80 and MM121 are
necessary, which would rectify this position in the interests of clarity, and to
achieve consistency with national policy?® in this regard.

Safeguarded Sites

61.

62.

Although Policy SI9 of the London Plan anticipates that existing waste sites
should be safeguarded and retained in waste management use, its supporting
text?® indicates that release of current waste sites should be part of a Plan-led
process, rather than done on an ad hoc basis.

Whilst site S1127 has an extant planning permission for waste uses this has not
been implemented. Moreover, the current occupier of the site has no intention
of implementing that permission. Accordingly, the site does not constitute an
existing site for the purposes of the London Plan. Moreover, the healthy

24 As set out in section 3 of E11: South London Waste Technical Paper Appendices
25 1n particular paragraph 16(d) of the Framework

26 At paragraph 9.9.2

27 TGM Environmental, Beddington Lane, Sutton CRO 4TD
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63.

64.

capacity of the Plan area’s other safeguarded sites, as evidenced by Appendix
2 of the Plan (subject to MM121) means that no adverse effects would occur to
the Boroughs’ demonstrated ability to meet their apportionment requirements or
the needs related to other arisings if site S11 were to be removed as a
safeguarded site. Consequently, MM116 is necessary which would remove
safeguarding from the site, in the interests of the Plan’s justification and
effectiveness.

Similarly, whilst site C1128 benefits from planning permission for waste uses, it
Is currently not in use for that purpose and is unlikely to come forward for such a
use in the Plan period. Consequently, due to the competition for industrial land
in the Boroughs, taken together with their healthy waste management capacity,
and the position of the London Plan on safeguarding, MM64 is necessary. This
would remove safeguarding from site C11 and thus ensure effectiveness and
general conformity with the London Plan.

Monitoring of the WDI has shown declining throughput on site S1?° over recent
years. The site operator indicates that this trend is likely to continue. Taking
this together with the acknowledged shortage of land in the area (particularly for
employment uses), the healthy throughput capacity of safeguarded treatment
sites dealing with CD waste, and the safeguarding of the Chessington Railhead
site for waste purposes arising as a result of MM71, the safeguarding of the S1
site is no longer justified. Consequently, MM103 and MM122 are necessary,
which would remove safeguarding from site S1. These MMs ensure that the
Plan is effective and justified in these terms.

Conclusion on Issue 2

65.

For the reasons set out above, and subject to the referenced MMs, the Plan
makes adequate provision for the waste management apportionments required
by the London Plan and other arisings and is positively prepared in this regard.

Issue 3 — Does the Plan set out an effective suite of policies for the
management of waste in the area; and are they justified and
consistent with national policy?

Strategic Objectives and the development Plan

66.

The Plan is unclear as to how its vision has informed the strategic objectives,
and how these considerations are to be delivered by the Plan’s policies.
Consequently, to ensure that the Plan is soundly based in these terms, MM7 is
necessary which unambiguously identifies the policies that will deliver the
objectives of the Plan. This MM is necessary for the Plan to be effective.

28 C11 SafetyKleen, Unit 6b, Redlands, Coulsdon, Croydon CR5 2HT
29 777 Recycling Centre, 154a Beddington Lane, Sutton CRO 4TE
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67.

As drafted, supporting text in paragraph 5.24 of the Plan relating to increase of
waste management throughput on transfer sites is inconsistent with s38(6) of
the 2004 Act in requiring a proposal to be in compliance with all policies of a
Development Plan. Consequently, MM18 is necessary which ensures that all
relevant policies of the Development Plan would be taken into account in an
assessment of such proposals, and thus ensures the Plan’s effectiveness in
these regards.

Air Quality and Transport

68.

69.

70.

71.

Whilst representations have been made in regard to the air quality implications
of transport movements associated with existing waste operations in the Plan
area, the imposition of further planning controls on extant and consented uses
regarding air quality and transport matters is outside of the scope of the Plan.

We note that the likely effects of the Plan on the prevalence of NO2 and
particulates in Air Quality Focus Areas (AQFAs) and Air Quality Management
Areas (AQMASs) were a focus for SA’s assessment in these regards.
Nevertheless, the use of the phrase “particularly within AQMAs and AQFAs”,
makes clear that these areas were not the only focus of the SA, and wider
considerations were taken into account in its assessment including the effects of
air quality on sensitive receptors more generally throughout the Plan area. We
consider the approach of the SA to be adequate in these regards.

On this basis, the SA found that the Plan's strategy, insofar as it seeks to
restrict new waste related development to existing safeguarded sites, would be
preferable in terms of its air quality and transport implications when assessed
against reasonable alternatives. Moreover, the Plan’s policies encourage the
co-location and intensification of existing facilities, which could have positive
impacts on the transport implications of development. Furthermore, locational
criteria for compensatory provision directs such uses to land where the
presence of sensitive receptors in terms of any highway or air quality impacts
would be less likely. It is noteworthy too that the use of fully enclosed facilities
for any new waste operations is also encouraged by the Plan, which again
would help to mitigate air quality effects of further waste development.

Critically, the Plan's policies relating to site intensification and compensatory
provision include clear criteria relating to air quality and the transport effects of
any new waste development, including requirements for planning obligations
directed to these matters. The list of documents required to support any
applications for new waste development include items that would allow for a
meaningful assessment of the air quality implications of proposals. Of
relevance to our considerations on these matters also is the implementation of
the Greater London Low Emission Zone (LEZ), which may also help to mitigate
the air quality implications of HGV movements associated with any additional
waste developments coming forward in accordance with the Plan's policies.
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72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

Whilst in these broad terms the Plan’s strategy is clearly justified and effective it
IS not abundantly clear as to how the highway and air quality implications of
waste developments would be monitored to ensure the effectiveness of any
mitigation measures. Consequently, in the interests of the effectiveness of the
Plan in these regards, MM45 and MM47 are necessary which would introduce
supporting text to Policy WP10, and clarifies the type and scope of planning
obligations that may be required to address air quality and transport matters —
including provisions for monitoring their effectiveness, and sets out the
interaction of the planning system with other regulatory regimes in these terms.
MM32 is also necessary which would give more guidance on the information
that is to be included in support of a planning application to enable
consideration of air quality and transport matters. This MM is necessary for the
Plan to be effective.

The implications of monitoring of the air quality of safeguarded sites, and what
actions this may trigger (in combination with other monitoring aspects) is
discussed in respect of Matter 4 below.

Given the location of the S10 site in relation to the strategic highway network,
and Transport for London’s views on the site, it is necessary to include a site-
specific requirement for any planning applications for further waste development
to be supported by a transport assessment which considers the cumulative
impact on the highway network. This is provided by MM114 which is necessary
for the Plan to be effective and justified.

To ensure that the Plan would be in general conformity with the London Plan on
these air quality and transport matters, particularly the achievement of air quality
neutrality and in respect of other potential pollutants, MM28, MM31 and MM32
would introduce additional wording to Policy WP5, and its supporting text.
These MMs add further detail in terms of the effects to be taken into account in
the assessment of any compensatory or intensification proposals, and
information requirements which need to be supplied with applications. Critically,
the MMs would ensure that the totality of air quality effects of a proposal,
including the implications of associated transport movements would be
assessed. The MMs also ensure consistency with national policy®° insofar as it
expects planning policies to ensure that new development is appropriate for its
location taking into account the likely effects of pollution on health, living
conditions and the natural environment.

As drafted, the safeguarding policy for the S2 site fails to reflect air quality
implications, and as a consequence MM105 is necessary in the interests of
effectiveness.

As national policy makes clear3!, WPAs should not concern themselves with
the control of processes which are a matter for the pollution control authorities,

30 Particularly paragraph 185 of the Framework
31 At paragraph 188 of the Framework and paragraph 7 of NPPW
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and should work on the assumption that the relevant pollution control regime will
be properly applied and enforced. On this basis, it is clear that, insofar as the
scope of the Plan under examination is concerned, subject to the MMs set out
above, it sets out a positively prepared, justified and effective approach to air
quality issues insofar as they are relevant to planning, and that it is consistent
with national policy in these terms. In terms of matters outside of planning
control, we note the Environment Agency’s keenness to continue partnership
work with the Boroughs to ensure waste management sites across the Plan
area do not cause environmental issues, as expressed in its response to the
MM consultation.

Design

78.

79.

80.

NPPW expects®? waste management facilities to be well-designed and
contribute positively to the character and quality of the area in which they are
located. However, Policy WP5 of the Plan only requires a design that ensures
significant adverse effects would be avoided and does not consider the
appearance of new waste management development. The Plan is therefore
inconsistent with national policy in these regards. MM26 and MM31 are
therefore necessary, which would ensure that Policy WP5 reflects NPPW’s
requirement for waste development to contribute positively to character and
quality of its surroundings.

The Plan® indicates that the operational areas of sites for compensatory waste
provision or intensified sites “should be within a fully enclosed building”. The
use of the word “should” is indicative that this is not an absolute constraint on
the layout of sites, and other factors such as considerations of a proposal’'s
effect on the wider environment and residential amenity would also be relevant
in assessing site layouts. Consequently, the Plan would achieve general
conformity with the London Plan®* insofar as it expects that sites should be fully
enclosed where they would be likely to produce significant air quality, noise or
dust impacts; and that regard is had to operational yard space requirements
when considering intensification proposals.

For these reasons, and subject to the aforementioned MMs, the Plan sets out a
clear design vision and expectations, and thus achieves conformity with the
Framework®® in this respect. Although the Framework emphasises the role of
design guides and codes®® these wider matters are clearly more relevant to the
constituent Boroughs’ other Development Plan documents, and no further

32 At paragraph 7

33 In Policy WP5 and in the issues to consider if there is a further application in relation
to safeguarded site descriptions

34 particularly Policies E7 and SI 8

35 At paragraph 127

36 At paragraph 127 ff
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81.

adjustments would be necessary to ensure the soundness of the Plan in this
regard.

Some safeguarded sites are located close to open spaces, such as Metropolitan
Open Land (MOL). However, as drafted the site safeguarding policies do not
adequately identify the wider visual and landscape effects on adjacent open
land and countryside as relevant considerations should intensification proposals
come forward. Consequently, MM56, MM60, MM76, MM82, MM85, MM88,
MM91, MM94, MM99, MM109, MM112 and MM119 are necessary, which
ensure that the Plan would provide effective policies on these matters.

Amenity Considerations

82.

83.

The NPPW expects®’ that the likely impact of waste development on the local
environment and amenity should be considered at the planning application
stage. Whilst Policy WP5 of the Plan seeks to protect and enhance amenity,
aspects of its wording are neither clear nor unambiguous, and thus MM27 is
needed to ensure that residential and other amenity implications (including
those relating to the Wandle Valley Regional Park) of any development are
adequately reflected, and to secure consistency with national policy in this
regard. Similarly, amendments to achieve clarity, and thus consistency with the
Framework®® are required to the relevant safeguarded site considerations, and
as a result MM51, MM53, MM54, MM55, MM59, MM62, MM65, MM66, MM67,
MM68, MM69, MM72, MM73, MM74, MM75, MM77, MM78, MM79, MM81,
MM83, MM84, MM86, MM87, MM89, MM90, MM92, MM95, MM96, MM98,
MM100, MM101, MM102, MM104, MM106, MM107, MM108, MM110, MM111,
MM113, MM117 and MM118 are all required.

Two of the safeguarded sites3® are adjacent not only to ‘bricks and mortar’
dwellings, but also to existing and proposed gypsy and traveller
accommodation. As drafted, the issues to consider in relation to any further
waste applications pertaining to those sites do not reflect this mix of dwellings.
As a result, the Plan does not accord with the Government’s Planning Policy for
Traveller Sites*®, or the Framework?*!, insofar as they expect a high standard of
amenity for existing and future users of places, and that planning policies should
provide for proper consideration of the effect of local environmental quality
(such as noise and air quality) on the health and wellbeing of any Travellers as
a result of new development. Accordingly, MM63 and MM86 would introduce
appropriate references to existing and Planned Gypsy and Traveller
accommodation in relation to the C10 and M12 sites, which would ensure that
the Plan is consistent with national policy in this regard.

37 At paragraph 7

38 At paragraph 16(d)
39 C10 and M12

40 At paragraph 13 (e)
41 At paragraph 130 (f)
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84. The Framework recognises that access to a network of high-quality open

spaces and opportunities for sport and physical activity is important to the health
and well-being of communities, and can deliver wider benefits for nature and
support efforts to address climate change. The aforementioned MMs would
ensure that the Plan is in conformity with the Framework in these regards and
particularly insofar as the Wandle Valley Regional Park is concerned. Although
other items have been suggested as ‘issues to consider’ in relation to sites
adjacent to the Wandle, their inclusion would go beyond either what could
reasonably be controlled by condition or secured by planning obligation. These
considerations, taken together with our findings on soundness in this specific
regard, subject to the aforementioned MMs, indicate that no further adjustment
is needed to the Plan insofar as is relevant to the Wandle Valley Regional Park.

Community Engagement

85. The PPG*?, sets out that engagement with local communities affected by

previous waste disposal decisions would help with considerations of whether
existing waste facilities should be expanded/extended. As drafted, it is not
sufficiently clear from the Plan as to how and when communities would be
engaged in proposals relating to compensatory provision, or to the
intensification of existing sites. Consequently, MML1 is required which would set
out how this could be achieved with appropriate references to the constituent
Boroughs’ SCls. This modification would ensure consistency with the NPPW
insofar as it identifies planning’s pivotal role in providing a framework in which
communities and businesses are engaged with waste management issues.

Policy WP4 Sites for Compensatory Provision

86.

87.

Policy WP4 sets out locational criteria relating to sites for compensatory
provision. However, as drafted it is unclear whether the term “strategic open
land” encompasses only Green Belt and MOL, or whether it might include other
designations. Accordingly, in the interests of the effectiveness of the policy, and
to achieve consistency with the Framework*3, MM23 and MM25 are required
which would delete the term “strategic open land” and make it clear that Green
Belt and MOL are the relevant planning designations to consider as part of site
assessment. Moreover, those MMs are required in order to achieve
consistency with the Framework in terms of inappropriate development in the
Green Belt, the NPPW insofar as it emphasises the sequential preferability of
non-Green Belt sites for waste uses**; and to ensure general conformity with the
London Plan in these terms in respect of MOL.

It is not clear from the submitted Plan whether the intensification of existing sites
could contribute to compensatory provision. Taken together with the healthy

42 Waste Paragraph: 047 Reference ID: 28-047-20141016
Revision date: 16 10 2014

43 In particular paragraph 16 (d)
44 At paragraph 6
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88.

waste management capacity of safeguarded sites, the pressure on land in the
Boroughs to meet other industrial uses merits a more directive approach in this
regard, in the interests of the effectiveness of the Plan. Consequently, MM17,
MM24 and MM25 are needed in order to achieve soundness in these terms.

As submitted the Plan is not in conformity with the London Plan in terms of how
the throughput of sites would be assessed when proposals for compensatory
provision are considered, and neither is it clear how compensatory provision
would be secured in order to release waste sites for other uses. MM19 is
therefore necessary to ensure the Plan’s general conformity and effectiveness
in these terms.

New Waste Uses

89.

90.

Whilst the healthy position on waste management capacity for the Boroughs
over the Plan period justifies the generally restrictive approach to the
development of waste uses outside of safeguarded sites, the Plan is
nevertheless unclear as to how applications for such uses would be considered.
This is particularly relevant when such uses could contribute to the objectives of
both the Plan and London Plan more generally. Consequently, MM9, MM12,
MM14, MM16 and MM21 are necessary which explain the restrictive approach
to new waste uses, and outline factors that would be taken into account in the
assessment of proposals relating to sites which are not safeguarded by the
Plan. These MMs are necessary to ensure that the Plan is both justified and
effective in these terms, and to achieve general conformity with the London
Plan. In consequence of these MMs, MM15 is also necessary to ensure that
any new waste uses would benefit from safeguarding to achieve general
conformity with the London Plan in this respect. We have made a minor post-
consultation change to MM12 to ensure that the correct policy criterion is
referred to, a matter that was covered in representations, and no prejudice
therefore arises to the interests of any parties as a result.

Some consider the approach to new waste uses is onerous, and that this may
discourage innovation and that the Plan is insufficiently flexible in terms of
accommodating needs not anticipated. Nevertheless, the healthy capacity of
the existing supply of safeguarded sites, taken together with the demand for
non-waste uses, which also have to be accommodated in the Plan area, serve
to justify the restrictive approach. Furthermore, the Plan’s effective monitoring
arrangements secured by MMs, and set out more fully in respect of Issue 4
below, would highlight if any needs not anticipated in the Plan would have to be
accommodated. In terms of innovative approaches which do not accord with
the policies, it is always open for a planning applicant to demonstrate that other
material considerations justify a decision otherwise than in accordance with the
Plan at the development management stage. These considerations clearly add
further weight in favour of the Plan’s restrictive approach.
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Policy WP6 Sustainable Construction and the Design of Waste Facilities

91.

92.

Policy WP6 of the Plan requires waste developments to achieve an excellent
rating under bespoke BREEAM and/or CEEQUAL schemes. It states that a
lower CEEQUAL/BREEAM rating may be acceptable where achievement of the
excellent rating would make a proposal unviable. However, it is not clear what
information may be needed to justify a variation from the excellent rating.
Accordingly, to ensure effectiveness in this regard, MM34, MM35, MM36 and
MM37 are necessary, which further explain the terminology and expectations of
the Plan and outline the type of evidence required, and emphasises the role of
pre-application engagement, in order to achieve consistency with the
Framework*®.

The supporting text to Policy WP6 includes reference to planning guidance and
other documents that are no longer extant. Consequently, to ensure that the
Plan is justified in these regards, and provides an effective basis for planning
decisions MM37 is necessary which would delete references to those
documents.

Policy WP9 Planning Obligations

93.

As drafted, the scope of items that could be captured by planning obligations
does not accord with the Framework?®, or the legislative tests set out in the
Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 20104’. Consequently, MM43 and
MM44 are necessary, which amend the wording of Policy WP9 and includes
supporting text to ensure conformity with national policy.

Information Requirements

94.

95.

The schedule to Policy WP5 of the Plan includes a large number of documents
that might be needed to support applications for waste development. Some of
the suggested documents, particularly those relating to the transport
implications of a proposal, would seem to cover substantially similar ground to
others in the schedule. Consequently, to ensure effectiveness in these terms
and avoid repetition, MM33 is required. This MM would clarify the sorts of
information that would be required and how it might be captured.

During the course of the examination the Boroughs clarified that the schedule is
a non-prescriptive list, and that the precise documents required would be likely
to vary on a case-by-case basis. Consequently, MM30 and MM31 are required,
which would amend Policy WP5 to emphasise the importance of pre-application
engagement on these matters. These MMs would ensure the effectiveness of
the Plan. Moreover, through the encouragement of good quality pre-application
discussion*®, and by their ensuring that only supporting information that is

45 At paragraphs 39ff
46 At paragraph57

47 In Regulation 122
48 At paragraph 39ff
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relevant, necessary and material to an application in question would be
requested*, the MMs would also secure consistency with the Framework in
these terms.

Agent of Change Principle

96. Policy WP8 of the Plan includes the relevant considerations relating to non-
waste developments in the vicinity of safeguarded sites, which is consistent with
the Framework in terms of the “Agent of Change” principle®, and in general
conformity with the London Plan Policy D13 insofar as it requires new proposals
for noise sensitive development to mitigate any adverse effects of existing
nuisance-generating uses. However, the Framework sets out®! that early
engagement has significant potential to improve the efficiency and effectiveness
of the planning application system for all parties. Consequently, to achieve
consistency with national policy in this regard, and to ensure the effectiveness
of the Plan, MM42 is necessary which adds an additional criterion to Policy
WP8 to ensure that the criticality of pre-application engagement on the part of
those proposing non-waste uses in the proximity of a waste site is reflected.

97. As drafted, the wording of Policy WP8 is unclear in terms of the sort of waste
sites that it would relate to and in particular whether the policy relates to
consented or safeguarded sites. Consequently, MM42 is necessary, which
would add clarity in these regards and thus ensure effectiveness and
consistency with the Framework®2,

Waste Miles

98. To ensure that the proximity principle is appropriately referenced MM29 and
MM31 are necessary, which make reference to the concept of waste miles in
terms of the issues to consider in the assessment of planning applications. The
MMs also emphasise the requirement for the potential of using sustainable
modes of transport for incoming and outgoing materials to be explored. In these
ways, the MMs ensure that the Plan is in accordance with national policy, in
general conformity with the London Plan, and secures the effectiveness of
Policy WP5 in this regard.

Historic Environment

99. As worded the Plan’s policies relating to the historic environment are not
consistent with national policy®3, or the relevant statutory duties arising from the
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. Consequently
MM27, MM31, MM57, MM58, MM93 and MM97, are necessary which would

49 At paragraph 44

50 At paragraph 187

51 At paragraph 39

2 In terms of paragraph 16 (d)

>3 Contained in section 16 of the Framework
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100.

101.

Site

102.

amend relevant policy criteria to achieve conformity with national policy and
ensure the effectiveness of the Plan in this regard. We have made a slight
amendment to the historic environment elements of MM31, from the wording
that was originally consulted on, to ensure that it accords with the analogous
wording set out in MM27. This aspect of the MMs was adequately reflected in
consultation responses, and no prejudice would occur to the interests of any
parties as a result of this change.

The description of the S10% site indicates that it is located within an
Archaeological Priority Area. However, the desirability of conserving the
significance of the site in archaeological terms is not reflected in the list of
issues to consider if there is a further application. As drafted, the Plan would be
inconsistent with the Framework’s expectation that heritage assets should be
conserved in a manner appropriate to their significance. Accordingly, MM115 is
necessary, which would introduce a criterion relating to the area’s
archaeological significance.

The Plan sets out® that development for waste uses would only be allowed in
accordance with the Plan and other documents and Plans which constitute a
borough’s Development Plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
The Framework makes clear®® that Plans should serve a clear purpose,
avoiding unnecessary duplication of policies that apply to a particular area
(including policies in the Framework). Consequently, further modifications,
which sought to introduce the relevant “balances”’ set out in national policy, or
the text of any of the Boroughs’ other adopted Development Plans, would be
both unnecessary and inconsistent with the Framework. Moreover, strategic
policies relevant to the conservation of the built and historic environment®8, and
positive strategies for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic
environment®® are items clearly more relevant to the Boroughs’ other
Development Plan documents.

C9 Pear Tree Farm, Featherbed Lane, Croydon CRO 9AA

As submitted, the extent of the C9 site is not accurately depicted on the
illustrative map included in the Site Description. Accordingly, in the interests of
the effectiveness of the Plan and to ensure its policies are justified in respect of
the C9 site, MM61 is therefore necessary which would insert amended mapping
which depicts the accurate site boundary.

>4 Raven Recycling, Unit 8-9, Endeavour Way, Beddington Farm Road, Sutton CRO 4TR
> At paragraph 1.1

6 At paragraph 16(f)

57 Contained in paragraphs 199ff of the Framework

58 per paragraph 20 of the Framework

39 per paragraph 190 of the Framework
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Conclusion on Issue 3

103.

The above matters, taken together, lead us to the conclusion on this issue, that
subject to the MMs mentioned, the Plan sets out an effective suite of policies for
the management of waste in the area, which are justified and consistent with
national policy.

Issue 4 — Does the Plan set out effective mechanisms for its
implementation and monitoring?

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

Policy WP10 and the associated monitoring and contingencies table lack detalil
in terms of relevant management actions, are light on how the Plan's policies
would be monitored, and are insufficiently clear as to how partners would be
engaged in any activities that might be triggered as a result of monitoring.

Furthermore, the Plan identifies the scarcity of land within the Plan area as a
key issue. This consideration, taken together with the London Plan’s
expectation® that any release of current waste sites should be part of a Plan-
led process are indicative that the monitoring framework should be used to help
to guide activity in these regards. This is of particular relevance given the Plan
area’s healthy position in terms of available throughput capacity. However, the
monitoring framework as submitted is lacking in these regards.

Moreover, as worded the monitoring table is unclear (and thus contrary to the
Framework®?) in terms of how it would be applied to Conservation Areas — or
how the air quality implications of existing sites could be taken into account as
part of a wider environmental consideration of the Plan’s policies. Furthermore,
as submitted, it is unclear how and whether conditions compliance and Planning
obligations would be monitored — issues that go to the heart of the controls that
the Plan seeks to impose on new waste development, particularly in terms of its
air quality and transport effects. At the hearings, we heard how new air quality
monitoring technology is due to be deployed in one of the South London WPAS,
and it is clear that advances in these regards could assist with monitoring the
Plan.

Accordingly, MM48 and MM120 are necessary which would clarify these
matters both in Policy WP10 and the Monitoring Table in the interests of the
Plan’s effectiveness.

The Plan, as submitted, does not set out a robust monitoring framework for
situations where safeguarded sites that are not currently in operational use do
not come onstream as anticipated. Consequently, MM120 is necessary which
would set out measures to address this in the Monitoring Table, and would
ensure the effectiveness of the Plan in this regard.

60 Set out in paragraph 9.9.2
61 At paragraph 16(d) and (f)
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109.

110.

111.

112.

113.

As submitted, the Plan does not provide sufficient clarity on the way that DtC
partners, in particular, would participate in activities of review or updates to the
Plan, or instances in which such action might be triggered. Moreover, it is
unclear to what extent ongoing collaboration in these regards would assist with
monitoring of cross-boundary movements over the plan period. Consequently,
MM4 and MM120 are required which would explain the overall approach to
these matters, and set out clear measures related to this in the Monitoring
Table. For similar reasons, MM46 and MM48 are also required which would
introduce appropriate reference to this matter in Policy WP10 and its supporting
text. Taken together, the MMs would ensure that the Plan would be effective in
these terms.

In order to provide an effective basis in terms of monitoring the delivery of
compensatory provision MM120 introduces additional actions focused on the
availability and viability of alternative sites.

MM120 would also make consequential changes to the monitoring table to
address the above-referenced MMs in respect of Issues 1 to 3 to ensure the
effectiveness of the Plan in these terms.

We have made some minor changes to MM120, when compared to the wording
that was consulted upon to reflect recent changes to Building Regulations, and
in terms of the Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs’s biodiversity
metric. As these minor changes do not introduce more onerous requirements,
but merely clarify the legislative and London Plan positions on these matters,
we consider that no parties’ interests would be prejudiced by their inclusion at
this stage. Moreover, the points were covered adequately in responses to the
MM consultation.

Although initial analysis indicates that there were short-term changes to waste
arisings®2 occurring across the country as a result of social distancing measures
pursuant to the COVID-19 pandemic, any longer-term effects of this, particularly
in terms of increased working from, and deliveries to, homes, and wider
economic implications are as yet uncertain. However, the monitoring
framework, subject to the above-referenced MMs which we have
recommended, taken together with the legislative provision®® which requires
planning authorities to review Plans to assess whether they need updating at
least once every five years, would ensure an effective and timely response to
any material changes in circumstances in these regards.

62 get out particularly in Plan13 The UK Waste Sector Covid19 Response and Resilience
Report (Chartered Institute of Wastes Management - December 2020)

63 Arising from Regulation 10A of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012
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Conclusion on Issue 4

114. For these reasons, and subject to the referenced MMs, we conclude on this
iIssue that the Plan sets out effective mechanisms for its implementation and
monitoring.

Overall Conclusion and Recommendation

115. The Plan has a number of deficiencies in respect of soundness and/or legal
compliance for the reasons set out above, which mean that we recommend
non-adoption of it as submitted, in accordance with Section 20(7A) of the 2004
Act. These deficiencies have been explained in the main issues set out above.

116. The Boroughs have requested that we recommend MMs to make the Plan
sound and/or legally compliant and capable of adoption. We conclude that the
DtC has been met and that with the recommended MMs set out in the Appendix
the South London Waste Plan satisfies the requirements referred to in Section
20(5)(a) of the 2004 Act and is sound.

Stephen Normington G J Fort

INSPECTOR INSPECTOR

This report is accompanied by an Appendix containing the Main Modifications.
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Annex 1 - South London Waste Plan - Draft Safeguarded Site

K5 Chessington Railhead, Garrison Lane, Chessington, KT9 2LD

Site size (ha) 1.7

Type of facility Waste Transfer Station




Type of waste

N/a

Maximum throughput N/a
tonnes per annum (tpa)

Qualifying throughput (tpa) N/a
Licensed capacity (tpa) N/a

Site Description

Former coal and fuel depot. The existing site is laid with
hardstanding and accommodates rail sidings, a number of
large storage buildings, site office, parking and weighbridge.
The site is located in proximity to residential properties to the
north east, along Garrison Lane.

The landowners and leaseholders are both statutory railway
undertakers and have confirmed that the site is being brought
forward under rail related permitted development rights to
facilitate the transfer of freight by rail. A minerals and waste
operator has been appointed and granted a 25 year under-
lease subiject to the site being in rail use.

Planning Designations

South of the Borough Neighbourhood Policy (Policy SB1 of
the Core Strategy 2012)

Currently Safeguarded

No

Opportunity to increase waste
managed

Yes. Minerals and waste transfer operations are currently
being progressed under rail related permitted development
rights. As such, this will be a dual-use site, with minerals
operations within the site. The size of the site may allow an
opportunity to co-locate.

Issues to consider if there is a
further application

Developers planning to intensify the safeguarded site should
pay particular attention to:

¢ Designing the site so that operations are carried out within
a fully enclosed building

e Ensuring there is no potential for fugitive waste as a result
of good on-site storage and effective wheel-washing on
site

e Limiting or mitigating traffic movements so as not to hinder
traffic flow on the surrounding roads

¢ Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the occupants of
those residential properties in the vicinity of the site,
especially with regard to air emissions and noise impacts

¢ Not harming biodiversity in the vicinity, including the
Green Lane Site of Importance for Nature Conservation

e Providing appropriate soft landscaping

¢ Not prejudicing the minerals operations on site which are
a complementary use

e Designing a facility that takes into consideration its wider
visual or landscape effect on the adjoining Green Belt.




Annex 2 - Modifications to Plan Appendix 1 Monitoring and Contingencies

Policy WP1 - Strategic Approach to household and commercial and industrial (HCI) waste

Indicator 1.1:

MANAGEMENT OF

combined London Plan 2021 apportionment (tonnes per annum)

HCI WASTE

What it monitors

Indicatort H hotd ' c ral I Industrial-WasteM I
HorPoliey-WP1)

Target By—2636,929,750 932,800 tonnes per annum by 2037 (meet combined apportionment for HCI waste)
References tondenPlanPelicy-SI S

SLWP Vision: Net self-sufficiency for HCI Waste
SLWP Plan Objectives: 1, and-3_and 4 and 8
SLWP Policy WP1

SA Objectives: 1,2, 4,9, 10and 13

Monitoring

Monitor annually against HCI target using the Environment Agency’s Waste Data Interrogator (WDI)

Assess target annually, act on rolling three-year phase considering unmet target and relevant waste
management capacity intheplanningpipeline in_ any extant planning permissions

Monitor the net change in the amount of available industrial land (Class B and Class E

within
strategic industrial locations (SILs) and locally significant industrial locations (LSILs) as a result
of waste development using the GLA’s Planning London Datahub

Monitor cross-boundary waste movements of waste through the Duty to Cooperate
Report in the Waste Authority Monitoring Report

Outcomes sought

That the South London Waste Plan area has sufficient capacity to meet the HCI apportionment and
achieves net self-suffiectently sufficiency to 2036

Delivery Partners

Greater London Authority (GLA), London Waste and Recycling Board (LWARB), South London Waste
Partnership, South London Waste Plan (SLWP) boroughs, Environment Agency (EA), waste management
industry and Duty to Cooperate partners




Management
Actions

Sites closing - Contact landowners/developers/ to identify whether it is a systemic failure or isolated
failures. If systemic, work with the GLA, LWRB and EA to act as facilitators for waste management output. If
isolated, work with landowners/developers to facilitate waste management output.

Compensatory provision not delivered - Analyse the boroughs’ Development Management procedures to
identify this failure. Undertake or commission updated assessments of site availability/viability as
necessary, either as part of existing development plan related activities or as a specific piece of
work. Pessiblyrevise Consider reviewing the South London Waste Plan to provide more sites in light of
evidence.

Significant Loss of Industrial Land — Relevant Borough(s) to undertake assessment of industrial

land need, either as part of existing development plan related activities or as a specific piece of

work. Pessiblyrevise Consider reviewing the South London Waste Plan in the light of evidence in
order to ensure that do the issue can be considered strategically.

Policy WP2 - Strategic Approach to other forms of waste

Indicator2 c I r D lition WasteM I
{forPoliey-WP2)

Target 2.1 By-20636,414,380 415,019 tonnes per annum_by 2037 (net self-sufficiency for C&D waste)
Referenees tendenPlanPeliey: ST 8

What it monitors

SLWP Vision: Net self-sufficiency for C&D Waste
SLWP Plan Objective: 2 and, 3 and 4

SLWP Policy WP2
SA Objectives: 1,2, 4,9, 10 and 13

Monitoring

Monitor annually against C&D target using the Environment Agency’s waste data interrogator (WDI)

Assess target annually, act on rolling three-year phase considering unmet target and relevant waste
management capacity inrtheplanningpipeline in any extant planning permissions




Monltor the net chanqe |n the amount of avallable mdustrlal land (Class B and Class E(q)) within

waste development using the GLA’s Planning London Datahub

Monitor cross-boundary waste movements of waste through the Duty to Cooperate

Report in the Waste Authority Monitoring Report

Outcomes sought

That the South London Waste Plan area has sufficient capacity to meet forecast C&D waste arisings

and achieves net self- sufficiency to 2036

Delivery Partners

Greater London Authority (GLA), London Waste and Recycling Board (LWARB), South London Waste
Partnership, South London Waste Plan (SLWP) boroughs, Environment Agency (EA), waste management
industry and Duty to Cooperate partners

Management
Actions

Indicator 2.2:

MANAGEMENT OF

OTHER WASTE

Sites closing — Contact landowners/developers to identify whether it is a systemic failure or isolated failures.
If systemic, work with the GLA, LWRB, EA to act as facilitators for waste management output. If isolated, work
with landowners/developers to facilitate waste management output

Compensatory provision not delivered - Analyse the boroughs’ Development Management procedures to
identify this failure. Undertake or commission updated assessments of site availability/viability as

necessary, either as part of existing development plan related activities or as a specific piece of

work. Possibly revise South London Waste Plan to provide more sites in light of evidence

Significant Loss of Industrial Land — Relevant Borough(s) to undertake assessment of industrial

land need, either as part of existing development plan related activities or as a specific piece of
work. Possibly revise South London Waste Plan in light of evidence do the issue can be considered
strategically.

Number of planning permissions for new radioactive, agricultural or hazardous waste
Facilities (either transfer or management)

STREAMS

Indicator3 Radi tive Agricut I ' H ; Waste Treated
forPeolicy-WP2)
Target O-permissions-Hazardous Waste: 21,692 tonnes per annum by 2037

Agricultural Waste: 383 tonnes per annum

Radioactive Waste: N/a




Referenees
What it monitors

SLWP Vision: Net self-sufficiency for other waste streams
SLWP Plan Objective: 2_and 4

SLWP Policy WP2(d)

SA Objective: 1

Monitoring

Monitor annually against targets using the Environment Agency'’s waste data interrogator (WDI)

Monitor planning applications annually using the GLA's Planning London Datahub

Assess target annually, act on rolling three-year phase considering unmet target and relevant waste
management capacity intheplanningpipeline in_ any extant planning permissions

Monitor the net change in the amount of industrial land (Class B and Class E(g)) as a result of
waste development using the GLA’s Planning London Datahub

Monitor cross-boundary waste movements of waste through the Duty to Cooperate
Report in the Waste Authority Monitoring Report (AMR)

Outcomes sought

That waste arisings from other waste streams are managed without the need for additional
facilities within the South London Waste Plan area, unless the requirements of WP2 (d) are met.

Delivery Partners

Greater London Authority (GLA), London Waste and Recycling Board (LWARB), South London Waste Plan
(SLWP) boroughs, Environment Agency (EA), waste management industry, Duty to Cooperate partners

Management
Actions

Sites permitted - If new facilities are being delivered on ‘windfall sites’, because safequarded sites
are not being assessed as deliverable, then investigate the reasons why. Undertake or commission

updated assessments of site availability/viability as necessary, either as part of existin

development plan related activities or as a specific piece of work-Aralyse-the-beroughs Development
M I dentifv_this fafture.

Examine whether there is any unidentified need for these streams of waste. Ressiblyrevise Consider
reviewing the South London Waste Plan in the light of evidence.

Significant Loss of Industrial Land — Relevant Borough(s) to undertake assessment of industrial

land need, either as part of existing development plan related activities or as a specific piece of
work. Pessiblyrevise Consider reviewing the South London Waste Plan in the light of evidence in
order to ensure that de-the issue can be considered strategically.




Policy WP3 - Existing Waste Sites

INDICATOR 3.1:
OPERATION OF

WASTE SITES

Proportion of safeguarded waste sites te-be which are operational or te have had compensatory
provision provided (%)

What it monitors

X Existing-Waste Sites-Saf lod
WP4)

Target 100% of safeguarded existing waste sites to be operational or to have compensatory provision provided
Referenees tondonPlanPeoliey: SIS

SLWP Vision: Managing waste efficiently and effectively
SLWP Plan Objectives: 1, 2, 3and 4and 8

SLWP Policy WP3 (a to d)

SA Objective: 1,2 and 9

Monitoring

Monitor annually against target using the GLA’s Planning London Datahub

Monitor the net change in the amount of industrial land (Class B and Class E(qg)) as a result of
compensatory provision using the GLA’s Planning London Datahub

Report in Waste Authority Monitoring Report

Outcomes sought

That the South London Waste Plan area has sufficient capacity to meet the London Plan
apportionment waste-targets-and meet and achieve net self-sufficiency, while retaining sufficient
industrial land and premises within designated SILS and LSILs across the plan area to meet future
demand for other non-waste industrial uses

Delivery Partners

Greater London Authority (GLA), London Waste and Recycling Board (LWARB), South London Waste
Partnership, South London Waste Plan (SLWP) boroughs, Environment Agency (EA), waste management
industry

Management
Actions

Sites closing - Contact landowners/developers to identify whether it is a systemic failure or isolated failures.
If systemic, work with the GLA, LWRB, EA to act as facilitators for waste management output. If isolated, work
with landowners/developers to facilitate waste management output

Compensatory provision not delivered - Analyse the boroughs’ Development Management procedures to
identify whether this is a systematic or isolated failure. Undertake or commission updated assessments of




NEW INDICATOR
3.2:

INTENSIFICATION

site availability/viability as necessary, either as part of existing development plan related activities
or as a specific piece of work. Possibly revise South London Waste Plan to provide more sites in light of
evidence.

Significant Loss of Industrial Land — Relevant Borough(s) to undertake assessment of industrial
land need, either as part of existing development plan related activities or as a specific piece of

work. Pessiblyrevise Consider reviewing the South London Waste Plan in the light of evidence in
order to ensure that de-the issue can be considered strategically.

period and the increase in average throughput per hectare

To increase the efficiency of waste management operations across the South London Waste Plan

area in terms of the average throughput of waste managed per hectare (by waste stream and
based on a rolling three-year average)

What it monitors

SLWP Vision: Managing waste efficiently and effectively
SLWP Plan Objective: 4, 7 8 and 9

SLWP Policy WP3 (b)

SLWP Policy WP?7

SA Objectives: 3 and 4

Monitoring

Monitor annually against target using the GLA’s Planning London Datahub

Report in Waste Authority Monitoring Report

Outcomes sought

To promote the efficient use of industrial land for waste management purposes across the South

London Waste Plan area;

To support the circular economy and minimise waste movements within the South London Waste
Plan area by facilitating the co-location of complementary waste and/or industrial uses

To retain sufficient industrial land and premises within designated SILS and LSILs across the SLWP
area to meet future demand for other non-waste industrial uses (Class B and Class E[g]) and to

maintain a sufficient level of vacant land necessary for ‘churn’ and a functioning land market.




Delivery Partners

Greater London Authority (GLA), London Waste and Recycling Board (LWARB), South London Waste
Partnership, South London Waste Plan (SLWP) boroughs, Environment Agency (EA), waste

management industry

Management
Actions

INDICATOR 3.3:
WASTE HIERARCHY

Waste developments moving down the waste hierarchy - Analyse the boroughs’ Development

Management procedures to identify whether this is a systematic or isolated failure. Consider
reviewing the South London Waste Plan to provide more sites in light of evidence.

Proportion of developments on safequarded waste sites which result in waste being managed to at
least the same level in the waste hierarchy as prior to the development (%

- Existing-Waste Sit Saf lod

WP4)

Target 100% of developments on safequarded waste sites which result in waste being managed to at least
the same level in the waste hierarchy as prior to the development

References tenden PlanPeliey: ST 8

What it monitors

SLWP Vision: Managing waste efficiently and effectively
SLWP Plan Objective: 4, 7 8 and 9
SLWP Policy WP3 (e)

SLWP Policy WP7
SA Objectives: 3 and 4

Monitoring

Monitor annually against target using the GLA’s Planning London Datahub
Report in Waste Authority Monitoring Report

Outcomes sought

To move waste management practices within the South London Waste Plan area up the waste
hierarchy.

Delivery Partners

Greater London Authority (GLA), London Waste and Recycling Board (LWARB), South London Waste
Partnership, South London Waste Plan (SLWP) boroughs, Environment Agency (EA), waste
management industry

Management
Actions




Waste developments moving down the waste hierarchy - Analyse the boroughs’ Development
Management procedures to identify whether this is a systematic or isolated failure. i
Consider reviewing the South London Waste Plan to provide more sites in light of evidence.

Policy WP4 - Sites for Compensatory Provision

Indicator 4.1:
COMPENSATORY
SITES

The amount of waste managed at compensatory sites compared to the amount of waste previously
managed at the corresponding safequarded sites which have been lost to other uses (tonnes per

annum - based on three year rolling average for all waste streams)

. Existing-Waste-Sit Saf led

WP4)

Target 100% of compensatory sites manage at least the same amount of waste as previously managed at
the corresponding safeguarded site (based on three year rolling average for all waste streams)

Referenees tendenPlanPelicy- SIS

What it monitors

SLWP Vision: Net self-sufficiency

SLWP Plan Objective: 1 and 2 and 4
SLWP Policy WP4

SA Objective: 1

Monitoring

Monitor annually against target using the Environment Agency’s waste data interrogator (WDI),
borough development monitoring procedures and the GLA’s Planning London Datahub

Monitor the net change in the amount of industrial land (Class B and Class E as a result of
waste development using the GLA’s Planning London Datahub




Report in Waste Authority Monitoring Report

Outcomes sought

That the South London Waste Plan area has sufficient capacity to meet waste targets and net self-
sufficiently.

Delivery Partners

Greater London Authority (GLA), London Waste and Recycling Board (LWARB), South London Waste
Partnership ,South London Waste Plan (SLWP) boroughs, Environment Agency (EA), waste
management industry, Duty to Cooperate partners

Management
Actions

isolated failures. If systemic, work with the GLA, LWRB, EA to act as facilitators for waste

management output. If isolated, work with landowners/developers to facilitate waste management
output

Compensatory provision not delivered — Analyse the boroughs’ Development Management
procedures to identify whether this is a systematic or isolated failure. Possibly revise South London
Waste Plan to provide more sites in light of evidence.

Significant Loss of Industrial Land — Relevant Borough(s) to undertake assessment of industrial
land need, either as part of existing development plan related activities or as a specific piece of

work. Pessiblyrevise Consider reviewing the South London Waste Plan in the light of evidence in
order to ensure that de-the issue can be considered strategically.




Policy WP5 - Protecting and enhancing amenity

INDICATOR 5.1:

FULLY-ENCLOSED enclosed covered building (%
COVERED WASTEC

FACILITIES

Target 100% of planning permissions_for intensified or compensatory waste facilities have the parts of the
site where unloading, loading, storage and processing takes place within a fully enclosed covered
building

Refereneces SLWP Vision: Operational effects of sites are mitigated

What it monitors SLWP Plan Objective: 6 and 9

SLWP Policy WP5(b)

SA Objective: 11 and 15
Monitoring Monitor annually against target_using the relevant borough development monitoring procedures and
the GLA’s Planning London Datahub

Report in Waste Authority Monitoring Report

Outcomes sought That the South London Waste Plan protects and enhances amenity

Delivery Partners Greater London Authority (GLA), London Waste and Recycling Board (LWARB), South London Waste
Partnership, South London Waste Plan (SLWP) boroughs, Environment Agency (EA), waste management
industry

Management Analyse the boroughs’ development management procedures to identify any failure. Examine whether there

Actions are specific reasons why proposals on sites without a fully enclosed covered building on the parts of site

where unloading, loading, storage and processing takes place have net been permitted.
Possibly provide design guidance.

Possibly revise South London Waste Plan in light of evidence

INDICATOR 5.2: Number and site area of i waste facilities
PROTECTION OF located on Green Belt, Metropolitan Open Land and open space (number/hectares)

GREEN BELT, MOL
AND OPEN SPACE




ffef—Peﬁey—w.Ps.(eﬁ BPMer G B o BPE an-Oper andaanaoOper B

Target 0 planning permissions for intensified or compensatory waste facilities located on Green Belt,
Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) and Open Space (0 ha)

References SLWP Vision: Operational effects of sites are mitigated

What it monitors

SLWP Policy WP5{bY} (c)(i)
Plan Objectives: 5, 6_.and 9

SA Objectives: 6, 14, 15 and 16

Monitoring

Monitor annually against target_using the relevant borough development monitoring procedures and
the GLA’s Planning London Datahub

Report in Waste Authority Monitoring Report

Outcomes sought

That waste development is directed to suitable locations and the Green Belt / Metropolitan Open
Land is protected from inappropriate development.

Delivery Partners

Greater London Authority (GLA), London Waste and Recycling Board (LWARB), South London Waste

Partnership, South London Waste Plan (SLWP) boroughs, Environment Agency (EA), waste management
industry

Management
Actions

INDICATOR 5.3:
PROTECTION OF

NATURE
CONSERVATION

Analyse the boroughs’ Development Management procedures to identify any failure. Examine whether there
are specific reasons why sites on Green Belt, Metropolitan Open and Open Space have been permitted.

Possibly revise South London Waste Plan in light of evidence

Number and site area of planning permissions for intensified or compensatory waste facilities
located on nationally, regionally or locally designated nature conservation areas

(number/hectares)

AREAS

Indicater7#

.efe.r_P.e.I.i.ey_w.P.s.(e” B BB er B = - Reeions D€ Designa . ot 5 = B as

Target O-haeofdevelopmenten 0 planning permissions for intensified or compensatory waste facilities
located on nationally, regionally or locally designated nature conservation areas (0 ha)

References SLWP Plan Objective: 6 and 9

What it monitors




SLWP Policy WP5(c)(ii)
SA Objective: 12

Monitoring

Monitor annually against target_using the relevant borough development monitoring procedures and
the GLA’s Planning London Datahub

Report in Waste Authority Monitoring Report

Outcomes sought

That waste development is directed to suitable locations outside nationally, regionally or locally
designated nature conservation areas.

Delivery Partners

Greater London Authority (GLA), Green Space Information for Greater London (GiGL), London Waste and
Recycling Board (LWARB),_ South London Waste Partnership, South London Waste Plan (SLWP) boroughs,
Environment Agency (EA), waste management industry and Natural England

Management
Actions

NEW INDICATOR

5.4: BIODIVERSITY

Analyse the boroughs’ development management procedures to identify any failure.

Examine whether there are specific reasons why sites with nationally, regionally or locally designated Nature
Conservation Areas have been permitted.

Poessiblyrevise Consider reviewing the South London Waste Plan in light of evidence

NET GAIN
Target

net gain’ on or offsite in line with London Plan Policy G6, Mayoral Guidance and the relevant

borough policy

What it monitors

SLWP Plan Objective: 5, 6 and 9
SLWP Policy WP5(c)(ii)

SA Objective: 12

Monitoring

Developers to assess and report on biodiversity net gain in line with London Plan Policy G6, Mayoral

Guidance and the relevant borough policy using the latest biodiversity metric published by DEFRA
(Biodi tv-Net-Gain3.0-1 'y } I 0£ 2021




Monitor annually against target using the relevant borough development monitoring procedures
and the GLA’s Planning London Datahub

Report in Waste Authority Monitoring Report

Outcomes sought

That the development of intensified or compensatory waste facilities within the South London
Waste Plan area leaves biodiversity and habitats in a better state than before

INDICATOR 5:4 5:

CONSERVATION

located within Conservation Areas (number/hectares)

AREAS

Indicater8

.efe.r_Pe.I.iey_w.P.s.eeﬁ B BB er BT BT Regiend B BDE€d Destant B € BDRS - B8 S

Target O-ha-of developmenton 0 planning permissions for intensified or compensatory waste facilities
located within Conservation Areas (0 ha)

References SLWP Policy WP5(c)(iii)

What it monitors

Plan Objective: 5, 6 and 9
SA Objective: 14

Monitoring

Monitor annually against target_using the relevant borough development monitoring procedures and
the GLA’s Planning London Datahub

Report in Waste Authority Monitoring Report

Outcomes sought

That waste development does not cause harm to the historic environment.

Delivery Partners

Greater London Authority (GLA), London Waste and Recycling Board (LWARB), South London Waste
Partnership, South London Waste Plan (SLWP) boroughs, Environment Agency (EA), waste management
industry and Historic England




Management Analyse the boroughs’ Development Management procedures to identify any failure.

(ot i) Examine whether there are specific reasons why sites within Natienaly; Regienally-erteocallyDesignated
Heritage Conservation Areas have been permitted.

Possiblyrevise Consider reviewing the South London Waste Plan in the light of evidence

INDICATOR 5.6 5:
FLOOD RISK, RIVER

QUALITY AND
GROUNDWATER

ecological) and groundwater source protection zones (SPZs
9%).

EA FIood Zones 2 or 3;

5.6.4 Water quality objectives (chemical and ecological
South London Waste Plan area set out in the EA’'s Thames River Basin Management Plan 2015-21 as
amended;

5.6.5 Number and proportion of waste facilities located within EA

zones (SPZ1 inner; SPZ2 outer and SPZ3 total catchment).

Target O-ha-ofdevelepment 0 planning permissions for intensified or compensatory waste facilities waste
developments granted planhing-permission-permitted against Environment Agency advice

Each of the main rivers within the South London Waste Plan area is assessed as having ‘good’

chemical and ‘qgood’ ecological status.




0 planning permissions located within EA groundwater source protection zones (SPZ1 inner; SPZ2

outer and SPZ3 total catchment).

Refereneces
What it monitors

SLWP Vision: Managing waste efficiently and effectively and effects mitigated.
SLWP Plan Objectives: 5, 6 and 9

SLWP Policy WP5(c)(v)

SA Objective: 6, 7.8, 11 and 15

Monitoring

Monitor annually against target_using the relevant borough development monitoring procedures, and
the GLA’s Planning London Datahub and Environment Agency river quality monitoring data

Report in Waste Authority Monitoring Report

Outcomes sought

That waste development contributes to reduce the impacts of climate change, and does not cause
harm to the environment and communities by increasing flood risk or adversely affecting river or

groundwater quality.

Delivery Partners

Greater London Authority (GLA), London Waste and Recycling Board (LWARB), South London Waste
Partnership, South London Waste Plan (SLWP) boroughs, Environment Agency (EA), waste management

industry, South East Rivers Trust (formerly Wandle Trust)

Management
Actions

INDICATOR 5.7: AIR

INDICATORS

Analyse the boroughs’ Development Management procedures to identify any failure.

Examine whether there are specific reasons why sites have been permitted contrary to Environment Agency
advice.

1 PM10s = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size




3‘air quality neutral’ standards are defined in the Mayor’s supplementary planning guidance (SPG) on Sustainable design and Construction (GLA, 2014)



References SLWP Vision: Managing waste efficiently and effectively and effects mitigated.

What it monitors SLWP Plan Objective: 5, 6 and 9
SLWP Policy WP5(c)(vi)

SA Objective: 7 10, 11, 15 and 16

Monitoring Monitor annually against targets using the relevant borough development monitoring procedures;
a-nd—a-vaﬂa-ble—dat—a—ﬁre-m—t-he Enwronment Aqencv data; the London Air Oual|tv Network

Report in Waste Authority Monitoring Report and annual Air Quality Status Reports published by
each local authority.

Outcomes sought That polluting emissions from the construction and operation of waste sites and associated

environment or local communities

Delivery Partners South London Waste Plan (SLWP) boroughs, Environment Agency (EA), waste management
industry

Management Contact landowners/developers to identify whether it is an ongoing systemic failure or a one-off,

Actions isolated failures, and verify the extent to which the failure is exclusively due to ongoing waste

operations on site or the waste operator’s vehicles. If the failure is ongoing and systemic, work
with the GLA, LWRB, EA to act as facilitators for waste management output. If a one-off and

isolated failure, work with landowners/developers to facilitate waste management output

Consistent and significant failure to meet relevant air quality targets over successive monitoring
periods will trigger a review of the SLWP’s policies and safequarded sites.

4 an example of a local air quality monitoring network is the roll out of low-cost air quality and traffic monitors as part of the South London Partnership funded InnOvaTe (Internet
Of Things) project. When completed there will be up to 68 traffic sensors (Vivacity) co-located with 68 air quality monitors (‘Breathe London Nodes’) which will for the first time link
traffic and air quality data together in real-time. The planned network will cover a range of key locations within the Borough with potential air quality issues including in the vicinity
of industrial locations and waste sites. LB Merton has recently applied for additional InnOvaTe funding in order to provide additional air guality monitoring along the length of Weir
Road.




Policy WP6 - Sustainable design and construction of waste facilities

INDICATOR 6.1:
BREEAM AND

BREEAM and/or CEEQUAL ‘Excellent’ ratin

Target 100% of planning permissions_for intensified or compensatory waste facilities achieve a BREEAM
and/or CEEQUAL ‘Excellent’ rating
Refereneces SLWP Vision: Managing waste efficiently and effectively and effects mitigated.

What it monitors

SLWP Plan Objective: 5_and 6

SLWP Policy WP6(a)
SA Objective: 8

Monitoring

Monitor annually against target_using the relevant borough development monitoring procedures

Submission of BREEAM and/or CEEQUAL ‘design-stage’ and ‘post-construction’ certificates to the
relevant local planning authority at the pre-commencement and pre occupation stages respectively

Report in Waste Authority Monitoring Report

Outcomes sought

That new waste facilities are built to the highest standards of sustainable desigh and construction a
high-sustainabiity-standard and are contributing to reducing the impacts of climate change

Delivery Partners

Greater London Authority (GLA), London Waste and Recycling Board (LWARB), South London Waste
Partnership, South London Waste Plan (SLWP) boroughs, Environment Agency (EA), waste management
industry, Building Research Establishment

Management
Actions

Analyse the boroughs’ development management procedures to identify any failure. Examine whether there
are specific reasons why waste facilities are not achieving BREEAM and/or CEEQUAL ‘Exceelnt’ sites




INDICATOR 6.2:

CARBON EMISSIONS

Net carbon dioxide (CO2) reductions delivered by waste management facilities compared to Part L of

the 2013 Building Regulations (% and tonnes per annum)

Targets

100% of planning permissions for intensified or compensatory waste developments achieving at
teasta-35% on-site reduction in CO> emissions in accordance with relevant London Plan targets
100% of permissions for major waste related developments achieve ‘zero carbon’ standards in line

with Policy SI 2 of the London Plan 2021 by offsetting remaining CO> emissions through developer
contributions to fund carbon reduction measures elsewhere;

Refereneces
What it monitors

tondenPlanPelicy-SI2

SLWP Vision: Managing waste efficiently and effectively and effects mitigated.
SLWP Plan Objective: 5 and 6

SLWP Policy WP6(b)

SA Objective: 5

Monitoring

Monitor annually against target using the relevant borough development monitoring procedures
and the GLA’'s Planning London Datahub

Submission of energy statements, ‘as-designed’ and ‘as-built’ simplified building energy model
SBEM) certificates to the relevant local planning authority at the planning application, pre-

commencement and pre occupation stages respectively

Report in Waste Authority Monitoring Report

Outcomes sought

That new waste facilities delivering reduced CO2 emissions and are contributing to reducing the

impacts of climate change

Delivery Partners

Greater London Authority (GLA), London Waste and Recycling Board (LWARB),_South London Waste
Partnership, South London Waste Plan (SLWP) boroughs, Environment Agency (EA), waste management
industry

Management
Actions

Analyse the boroughs’ development management procedures to identify any failure

Examine whether there are specific reasons why permitted waste developments have not met the
relevant targets for reducing CO> emissions and carbon offsetting

Possibly provide design guidance




Targets 100% of planning permissions for intensified or compensatory waste developments minimise
embodied carbon emissions using a nationally recognised WLC methodology
Referenees tendeonPlanPeliey SI2

What it monitors

SLWP Vision: Managing waste efficiently and effectively and effects mitigated.
SLWP Plan Objective: 5

SLWP Policy WP6(b)
SA Objectives: 4 and 5

Monitoring

Monitor annually against target using the relevant borough development monitoring procedures

Submission of appropriate WLC certification to the relevant local planning authority at both the pre-
commencement and pre occupation stages

Report in Waste Authority Monitoring Report

Outcomes sought

That new waste facilities minimising embodied carbon emissions and contributing to reducing the

impacts of climate change

Delivery Partners

Greater London Authority (GLA), London Waste and Recycling Board (LWARB), South London Waste
Partnership, South London Waste Plan (SLWP) boroughs, Environment Agency (EA), waste management

industry

Management
Actions

Analyse the boroughs’ development management procedures to identify any failure

Examine whether there are specific reasons why permitted waste developments have not achieved
WLC certification




Policy WP7 - The benefits of waste (promoting the circular economy)

INDICATOR 7.1:
CIRCULAR
ECONOMY

developments) which achieve ‘net zero waste’ as defined in the Mayor’s Draft Circular Economy
Statement Guidance (%

develo ments) which specify and source materials and other resources sustainably based on the
Mayor’s Circular Economy Statement Guidance

7.1.5 Permissions for intensified or compensatory waste facilities (and other major nhon-waste

Economy Statement Guidance.
7.1.7 Permissions for intensified or com

individual targets of at least 20% by value of materials

7.1.8 Permissions for intensified or compensatory waste facilities (and other major nhon-waste

and space layers
7.1.9 Permissions for intensified or com

layers as a minimum (% by value

5> The 'Bill of Materials’ must contain estimates of the quantity of materials used in each ‘layer’ of the building (kg), material ‘intensity’ (kg/m?) and set targets for the minimum
amount of recycled content to be used (% by value)




7.1.10 Permissions for intensified or compensatory waste facilities (and other major hon-waste

existing waste transfer stations within the plan area

7.1.12 The proportion of HCI and C&D waste arisings within the SLWP area which are ex
lan area prior to reuse or recycling (minimise

Percentage of HCI waste arisings recycled by 2030;

Percentage of local authority collected waste (LACW) HCI waste arisings recycled by 2030;
Percentage of business waste arisings recycled by 2030

Percentage of excavation waste going to beneficial use

Percentage of C&D waste going to beneficial use

Targets 7.1.1 100% of permissions are supported by a Circular Economy Statement in line with London Plan

Policy SI 8 (%)

7.1.2 Increase in the number of intensified or compensatory waste facilities which are co-located
with complimentary waste or industrial operations/ facilities (%

7.1.3 100% of permissions achieve ‘net zero waste’

7.1.4 100% of permissions specify and source materials and other resources sustainably

7.1.5 Where there is an existing building on site, 100% of permissions prioritise refurbishment or
‘re-purposing’ of the existing building on site

7.1.6 100% of permissions include a completed 'Bill of Materials’
7.1.7 100% of permissions set individual recycling targets of at least 20% by value of materials

7.1.8 100% of permissions include minimum targets for material intensity (kg/m?2) - for structure,
skin and space layers

7.1.9 100% of permissions include minimum targets for recycled content for structure, skin and
space layers as a minimum (% by value

% Waste and Recycling Forms must contain (i) estimates of the total amount of waste/ material generated during excavation, demolition, construction and operation (ii) how much
will be reused or recycled onsite, reused or recycled offsite, or sent to landfil (iii) defined activities and targets relating to the relevant London Plan policy targets; and (iv) a
commitment to monitor post implementation (% reused/ recycled)




7.1.10 100% of permissions are supported by a Recycling and Waste Reporting Form

7.1.11 A year on year increase in the proportion of HCI waste and C&D waste re-used and/or
recycled on existing waste transfer stations

7.1.12 A year on year reduction in the proportion of HCI and C&D waste arisings which are
exported out of the plan area prior to reuse or recycling

7.1.13 Waste recovery targets:

e 65% of HCI waste arisings recycled by 2030;

e 50% of LACW waste recycled by 2030;
e 759% of business waste arisings recycled by 2030

¢ 959 of excavation waste going to beneficial use
e 959% of C&D waste going to beneficial use

References Plan Objective: 5,6, 7, 8 and 9
SLWP Policy WP7
SA Objective: 4
Monitoring Monitor annually against target using the relevant borough development monitoring procedures

and analysis of approved Circular Economy Statements
Report in Waste Authority Monitoring Report

Delivery Partners

Greater London Authority (GLA), London Waste and Recycling Board (LWARB), South London Waste
Partnership, South London Waste Plan (SLWP) boroughs, Environment Agency (EA), waste

management industry,

Management
Actions

Analyse the boroughs’ development management procedures to identify any failure.







SLWP Main Maodifications Annex 3 — Changes to Appendix 2

e  Strikethrough text indicates a proposed deletion.
¢ Bold Underlined indicates a proposed addition to the text.
e Please note, this completely supersedes previous changes that were put forward as part of SWLP07

Maximum Potential for
Throughput mm Intensification
2015-19
Croydon Capacity
C1 Able Waste Services 43-268
56,699 0 53,524
c4 Days Aggregates Purley Depot 178,593
179,300 0 179,300
C5A Factpry Lane Waste Transfer 0 0 Yes
Station
C5B Factory Lane Reuse and Recycling 9,623 5,206
Centre Site 19,736 10,775 4,718 9+
C6 Fishers Farm Reuse and Recycling 4,542 e
Centre 6,895 4,077 1,517
Cc7 Henry Woods Waste Management 13,025 0 0
C8 New Era Metals 4213 e}
20,104 10,358 3,327
C9 Peartree Farm e
59,282 0 33
C10 Purley Oaks Reuse and Recycling 6,684 e
Centre 9,099 5,658 1,911
&t Safetykleen 8
" 29 e Yes
C12 Stubbs Mead Depot e
13,505 13,471 0 Yes
C13 Solo Wood Recycling 9,099 5,000 0
CEX Exempt Sites - 2,580 0
32,883 227067
ST L] 386,744 | 51,919 | 244,330
Kingston Capacity
K2 Genuine Solutions Group 1,630
342 277 0
K3 Kingston Reuse and Recycling 9,392 e
Centre 13,443 7,631 2,823
L _Jimumd 4 EAA L X3 L TA 4 1 4
K4 Kingston Waste Transfer Station 195,626
68,297 40,254 0 Yes
K5 Chessington Railhead - 1] 1] Yes




Maximum Potential for
Throughput Intensification
2015-19
KEX Exempt Sites - 5,000 0
Kingston Total 35,642 e
82,082 53,162 2,823
Merton Capacity
M1
B&T@Work 3,729 0 0
M2 European Metal Recycling 7610606 8
65,050 46,242 1,301
M3 Deadman Confidential 9,866
5,000 5,000 0 Yes
M4 Garth Road Reuse and Recycling 15764 8
Centre 14,594 8,433 3,065
M5 Garth Road Transfer Station e
15704 8
22,642 20,028 453
M6 George Killoughery e
35,840 0 717
M7 LMD Waste Management (Abbey 20774
Industrial Estate) 38,459 0 38,459
M8 LMD Waste Management (Wandle 33,845
Way) 56,920 56,920
M9 Maguire Skips 67,719 0 Yes
M10 Powerday 42-856
53,313 0 24,981
M11 Morden Transfer Station o e
43,564 746 5,534
M12 NJB Recycling 18,036
48,687 0 45,058
M13 One Waste Clearance 137453 4.547
55,665 0 54,887
M14 Reston Waste Transfer and 3613+
Recovery 71,595 0 46,007
M15 Riverside AD Facility 46,34+
60,585 60,585 0
M16 Riverside Bio Waste Treatment 58.191 517415 0
Centre = 58,191
M17 UK and EL_Jropean (Ranns) 804 0 0 Yes
Construction —_— —_—
M18 Wandle Waste Management 8
677 30
MEX Exempt Sites - 1,000
Merton Total e o
703,034 200,255 | 277,382

Sutton Capacity




Maximum

Potential for

Throughput Intensification
2015-19
54 777 Reeyehing 20;625 32,972
- 27044 9;99%
S2 Beddington Farmlands Energy
Recovery Facility 279,696 275,000 0
S3 Cannon Hygiene e
9,601 635 0 Yes
S4 Croydon Transfer Station 21413 8
32,448 30,826 811 Yes
S5 Hinton Skips 5381 1819
35,639 3,564 32,075 Yes
S6 Hydro Cleansing e e
18,244 9,567 1,204
S7 Kimpton Reuse and Recycling 8,640 e
Centre 14,799 8,068 3,108
S8 King Concrete o
1,200 0 400 Yes
S9 Premier Skip Hire 8,672 2728
4,036 222 98
x -
S10 Raven Recycling 5310 5506
19,874 7,222 5,161
Si1 FGM-Environmental - 15,600 e
S12 IIZa:gI”c:ltr;n/gton Resource Recovery 305.000 305,000 0
S13 Exempt Sites 500 0
664,641 43025
Sutton Total 249 044 642 647 53 648
720,537 640,604 43,657
South London Capacity
Croydon 32,883 227,067
386,744 51,919 244,330
Kingston 35,642 o
82,082 53,162 2,823
Merton 2133179 156483
703,034 200,225 277,382
Sutton 664,641 43,025
720,537 640,604 43,657
South London Total 946,345 4206275
1,892,397 | 945,910 | 568,192
South London Capacity Against Target
South London Capacity 946,345 420275
_ 945,910 568,192
South London Target 929,750 414,380
_ 932,800 | 415,019
South London Capacity against Target +16;565 +5;895
+13,110 | +153,173




All safequarded sites are listed in the table, including those that at the time of publication

did not contribute towards the Apportionment and C&D Target. However, these sites have

potential to contribute to waste targets in future years if the amount of waste managed

onsite increases e.q. through intensification.

SLWP Main Modifications Annex 2 - Clean Version

i Qualifying Throughput Potential for

Croydon Capacity

Maximum
Throughpu
2015-19

C1 Able Waste Services 56,699 0 53,524
Cc4 Days Aggregates Purley Depot 179,300 0 179,300

Factory Lane Waste Transfer 0 0 Yes
C5A )

Station

19,736

Factory Lane Reuse and Recycling 10,775 4,718 Yes
C5B . ' '

Centre Site
c6 Fishers Farm Reuse and Recycling 6,895 4,077 1,517

Centre
Cc7 Henry Woods Waste Management 13,025 0 0
C8 New Era Metals 20,104 10,358 3,327
co Peartree Farm 59,282 0 33
c10 Purley Oaks Reuse and Recycling 9,099 5,658 1,911

Centre
C12 | Stubbs Mead Depot 13,505 13,471 0 Yes
C13 Solo Wood Recycling 9,099 5,000 0
CEX Exempt Sites - 2,580 0

Croydon Total 386,744 51,919 244,330

Kingston Capacity
K2 Genuine Solutions Group 342 277 0
K3 Kingston Reuse and Recycling 13,443 7,631 2,823

Centre
K4 Kingston Waste Transfer Station 68,297 40,254 0 Yes
K5 Chessington Railhead - 0 0 Yes
KEX Exempt Sites - 5,000 0

Kingston Total 82,082 53,162 2,823

Merton Capacity
M1 B&T@Work 3,729 0 0




Maximum Potential for
Throughput Intensification
2015-19
M2 European Metal Recycling 65,050 46,242 1,301
M3 Deadman Confidential 5,000 5,000 0 Yes
M4 Garth Road Reuse and Recycling 14,594 8,433 3,065
Centre
M5 Garth Road Transfer Station 22,642 20,028 453
M6 George Killoughery 35,840 0 717
M7 LMD Wgste Management (Abbey 38,459 0 38,459
Industrial Estate)
M8 LMD Waste Management (Wandle 56,920 0 56,920
Way)
M9 Maguire Skips 67,719 0 0 Yes
M10 Powerday 53,313 0 24,981
M11 Morden Transfer Station 43,564 746 5,534
M12 NJB Recycling 48,687 0 45,058
M13 One Waste Clearance 55,665 0 54,887
M14 Reston Waste Transfer and 71,595 0 46,007
Recovery
M15 Riverside AD Facility 60,585 60,585 0
M16 Riverside Bio Waste Treatment 58,191 58,191 0
Centre
M17 UK and European (Ranns) 804 0 0 Yes
Construction
M18 Wandle Waste Management 677 0 0
MEX Exempt Sites - 1,000 0
Merton Total 703,034 200,255 277,382
Sutton Capacity
S2 Beddington Fgrmlands Energy 279,696 275,000 0
Recovery Facility
S3 Cannon Hygiene 9,601 635 0 Yes
S4 Croydon Transfer Station 32,448 30,826 811 Yes
S5 Hinton Skips 35,639 3,564 32,075 Yes
S6 Hydro Cleansing 18,244 9,567 1,204




Maximum ifyi Potential for

Throughput Intensification
2015-19

S7 éierr[:Ert:n Reuse and Recycling 14,799 8,068 3,108
S8 King Concrete 1,200 0 400 Yes
S9 Premier Skip Hire 4,036 222 898
S10 Raven Recycling 19,874 7,222 5,161
S12 IIfaeglilc:itr;/gton Resource Recovery 305,000 305,000 0
S13 Exempt Sites 500 0

Sutton Total 720,537 640,404 43,657
South London Capacity
Croydon 386,744 51,919 244,330
Kingston 82,082 53,162 2,823
Merton 703,034 200,225 277,382
Sutton 720,537 640,604 43,657
South London Total 1,892,397 | 945,910 | 568,192
South London Capacity against Target
South London Capacity _ 945,910 568,192
South London Target _ 932,800 415,019
South London Capacity against Target _ +13,110 | +153,173

All safeguarded sites are listed in the table, including those that at the time of publication
did not contribute towards the Apportionment and C&D Target. However, these sites have

potential to contribute to waste targets in future years if the amount of waste managed
onsite increases e.q. through intensification.




Appendix - Main Modifications to the Draft South London Waste Plan

Strikethreugh text indicates a proposed deletion.
Bold Underlined indicates a proposed addition to the text.

......... denotes the presence of intervening text

Plan Ref: Policy /

MM Ref. Page Paragraph / Figure Main Modification
MM1.1 1 Para 1.1 The South London Waste Plan sets out policies and safeguards sites for waste
15t sentence facilities across the boroughs of Croydon, Kingston, Merton and Sutton from 2621_2022
to 2636 2037.
MM1 1 Insert new paragraph After para 1.3, insert:
after 1.4
Community involvement in local planning matters is an essential part of the
planning process. Each of the South London Waste Plan Boroughs has an
adopted Statement of Community involvement (SCI), a document which aims to
ensure that all sections of the community understand how they are able to
contribute to the planning process. When planning applications are submitted to
the Boroughs, including applications involving waste uses, community
involvement will be sought in accordance with the relevant Boroughs’ SCI.
MM2 3 Para 2.1
Final sentence “This South London Waste Plan is-thereplacement-documentand covers the period 2802+
2022 to 2636 2037 and supersedes the 2012 South London Waste Plan. A list of
superseded policies is set out in Appendix 5”.
MM3 5 Para 2.11
Third bullet * 95% —dermolitionand-excavation-wastete-berecyeled-by2626 of
excavation material to go to beneficial use and 95% of construction and
demolition waste for reuse, recycling or recovery. Beneficial use could include
using excavated material within the development, or in habitat creation, flood
defences, climate change adaption/mitigation or landfill restoration.
MMA4 10 Para 3.8 Add:

The majority of this was household waste sent to Slough Waste Planning Authority
(specifically to Lakeside Energy Recovery Facility) but, in the future, this is due to be
managed at Beddington. Similarly, HCI waste sent to the Redhill Landfill site is
due to be managed in Beddington, following the planned closure of the landfill




MM Ref.

Page

Plan Ref: Policy /
Paragraph / Figure

Main Modification

in 2027. Table 45 sets out the exports of construction, demolition and excavation waste.
The largest proportion (97,000 tonnes) was sent to nine different waste treatment
facilities located within Surrey Waste Planning Authority, with no one facility receiving
more than 31,000 tonnes. However, the Plan identifies sufficient capacity within
the plan area to exceed arisings for construction and demolition waste. The
Boroughs will continue to monitor cross-boundary movements of waste through

the duty to cooperate.

MM5

12

Para 3.11

The task for the South London Waste Plan boroughs was to ensure that net self-sufficiency
can be achieved and those facilities outside the South London waste plan area which
receive South London waste are able to do so in the future. No planning issues have
been identified which will prevent the continued cross-boundary movements of
waste and the_achievement of this task can be seen in the Statements of Cooperation
which accompany this plan. The Boroughs will continue to monitor cross-boundary
movements of waste and engage with relevant authorities through the duty to
cooperate, so any substantial changes can be considered in accordance with
Appendix 1 ‘Monitoring’

MM5.1

13

Figure 7

Replace Figure 7 with the update version below:




Figure 7 Household, Commercial & Industrial Waste Targets (thousand tonnes)

2022

2027

2032

2037

890,800

904,800

918,800

932,800

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1,000
mCroydon mKingston ®Merton = Sutton

MM®6

14

Para 3.16

The London Plan sets a target that_in London 95% of excavation waste will go to
beneficial use and reeyeleand-reuse 95% of construction and demolition waste
will be reused, recycled or recovered-95%of Constructionand-Demeolition-Waste by

2026+

MM6.1

14

Figure 8

Replace Figure 8 with the update version below:




Plan Ref: Policy /

MM Ref. Page q Main Modification
9 Paragraph / Figure
Figure 8 Construction and Demolition Waste Targets (thousand tonnes)
- _ 415’019
0 100 200 300 400
ECroydon ®mKingston ®Merton =Sutton
MM7 19 Para 4.2

To achieve the vision, the South London Waste Plan has the following objectives, which
will be delivered through the policies in the Plan:

e Objective 1: To plan for net self-sufficiently by Meetthe 2019 tPLerdonPlan
meeting the 2021 London Plan target for Household and Commercial and
industrial waste.

To be delivered through Policies WP1, WP3 and WP4.

e Objective 2: : To plan for net self-sufficiently by meeting Meet the identified
needs for Construction and Demolition Waste, Excavation Waste, Low Level

Radioactive Waste, Agricultural, where practical or necessary.
To be delivered through Policies WP2, WP3 and WP4.

¢ Objective 3: Safeguard the existing waste sites to meet these targets and needs on
existing sites, as set out on Pages 44-91 of this plan.

To be delivered through Policies WP3 and WP4.




MM Ref.

Page

Plan Ref: Policy /
Paragraph / Figure

Main Modification

e Objective 4: Ensure-there-is-Support the need for sufficient land for other
industrial uses within the South London Waste Plan area’s industrial estates by not
safeguarding more land for waste management than is required.

To be delivered through Policies WP1, WP2, WP3 and WP4.

e Objective 5: Ensure waste facilities use sustainable design and construction methods
and also protect and, where possible, enhance amerity- the character and
appearance of its surroundings.

To be delivered through Policies WP4, WP5, WP6, WP7, WP8 and WP9.

e Objective 6: Ensure the effects of new development are mitigated and, where
possible, enhance amenity.
To be delivered through Policies WP4, WP5, WP6, WP8 and WP9.

e Objective 7: To support the movement of waste as far up the waste

hierarchy as practicable.
To be delivered through Policies WP3 and WP7

e Objective 8: To deliver waste management capacity in line with the
proximity principle and to support the co-location of facilities to minimise

waste movements and support opportunities for the circular economy.
To be delivered through Policies WP1, WP2, WP3, WP4, WP5 and WP7

¢ Obijective 9: To ensure the delivery of sustainable waste development within
South London through the integration of social, environmental and
economic considerations.
To be delivered through Policies WP1 to WP9

MM7.1

22

Figure 11

Replace Figure 11 with the update version below:

Figure 11 Arisings and Apportionment at 2022 and 2037

2022 2037
Borough
Arisings Apportionment Arisings Apportionment
Croydon 306,100 252,800 322,600 264,800
Kingston 152,400 187,600 158,400 196,600




Plan Ref: Policy /

MM Ref. Page Paragraph / Figure Main Modification
Merton 174,500 238,750 182,000 250,000
Sutton 161,550 211,650 169,800 221,400
Total 794,550 890,800 832,800 932,800
MMS8 23 Figure 13 Replace Figure 13 with the update version below:
Figure 13 Capacity, Forecast and Surplus for Household and Commerical &
Industrial Waste
South London Capacity (2021
945,910 tonnes per annum
South London Forecast (2037
932,800 tonnes per annum
South London Surplus
13,110 tonnes per annum
MM9 23 After para 5.8

New para

New para

As such, the boroughs will not normally support new waste sites coming forward
(outside of sites providing compensatory provision, as set out in Policy WP3),
unless there are exceptional circumstances that justify it. This strikes a balance
between meeting the apportionment, achieving net self-sufficiency and not
stifling industrial land uses, whilst giving some flexibility for new waste sites to
be delivered in appropriate circumstances.

Applications outside of safequarded waste sites will not be supported unless it
can be demonstrate that there is a need for such a facility, having regard to the
latest Waste Authority Monitoring Report and the ability of the Plan to meet the




MM Ref.

Page

Plan Ref: Policy /
Paragraph / Figure

Main Modification

New para

London Plan apportionment figure. In addition, applicants will need to provide
evidence as to why it is not possible to use, expand or intensify an existing
safeguarded waste site (as set out on pages 44-91 of this Plan).

Furthermore, applications proposing waste facilities outside of the existing
safeguarded sites will not be supported unless it can be demonstrated that the
proposed site would be better suited to meeting the identified need for South
London having regard to delivering the vision and objectives of the South
London Waste Plan. For example, there may be an opportunity to co-locate a
recycling facility with a reprocessing plant or an opportunity for small scale
expansion of an existing site onto adjacent land which helps facilitate the
maximum use of an existing waste site and enable co-location of facilities. There
may be instances in the future where advances in waste technologies are such
that existing sites do not meet the technical requirements of a proposed waste
management facility, for example, the identified locations might be too small for
the proposed development or the facility may need to be located near a specific
waste producer. In any event, a new waste site will have to satisfy the
locational criteria set out in Policy WP4 (b) to (g). The list of safeguarded waste
sites will be reviewed and updated on an annual basis in the Waste Authority
Monitoring Report and new sites will be safequarded for waste uses once

operational.

MM10

23

Policy WP1

WP1 Strategic Approach to Household and Commercial and Industrial Waste

(a) The boroughs of the South London Waste Plan will work with the waste
management industry to continue to develop efficient and more effective
management eliminating the need for additional waste capacity.

(b) During the lifetime of the plan, the boroughs of the South London Waste Plan will
seek to meet the 2619-1P 2021 London Plan apportionment target of managing
932,800 tonnes of Household and Commercial and Industrial waste per annum
within their boundaries across the plan period to 2636 2037.

(c) The boroughs of the South London Waste Plan will deliver this by safeguarding
existing waste sites and encouraging the intensification of these sites as
appropriate (see Policy WP3).

(d) New waste sites (either for transfer or management) will not normally be

permitted, unless: theyareforcompensatoryprovision{seePolicy-WPR3)-




Plan Ref: Policy /

MM Ref. Page Paragraph / Figure Main Modification
(i) they are for compensatory provision (in accordance with Policy
WP4); or
(ii) there is an identified need for such a facility within the South
London Waste Plan area that cannot be met on a site elsewhere in
London; and
(iii) there is robust evidence that existing safeguarded sites within the
South London Waste Plan area are not available or suitable or that
needs cannot be met through the adaption or intensification of
existing facilities; and
(iv) they would manage waste as high up the waste hierarchy as
practicable; and
(v) they would accord with all relevant aims and policies of the South
London Waste Plan (particularly the locational criteria set out in
Policy WP4 (b) to (e)) and the applicable borough’s Development
Plan,
MM10.1 24 Figure 14 Replace Figure 14 with the update version below:
Figure 14 Construction and Demolition Waste Arisings at 2022 and 2037
(tonnes per annum)
2022 2037
ST Arisings Arisings
Croydon 293,381 305,058
Kingston 37,966 39,040
Merton 48,391 54,314
Sutton 15,707 16,607
Total 395,445 415,019
MM11 24 Figure 15 Replace Figure 15 with the update version below:




MM Ref.

Page

Plan Ref: Policy /
Paragraph / Figure

Main Modification

Figure 15 Capacity, Forecast and Surplus for Construction and Demolition Waste

South London Capacity (2021)
568,162 tonnes per annum

South London Forecast (2037)
415,019 tonnes per annum

South London Surplus
153,173 tonnes per annum

MM12

26

Para 5.17

Add after last sentence:

As such, the Boroughs will not normally support new sites coming forward
unless there are exceptional circumstances that justify it, as set out in Policy
WP2 (d).

MM13

26

Para 5.18

Add after last sentence:

The Waste Data Interrogator identified that only 383 tonnes of agricultural waste was
generated in the South London Waste Plan boroughs in 2017. Given the relatively small
tonnage of this waste, the fact that it can be mixed with Commercial and Industrial
Waste and Construction and Demolition Waste and that it is often dealt with by
Commercial and Industrial and Construction and Demolition waste facilities, there is no
need for the South London Waste Plan boroughs to provide for this waste stream, unless
exceptional circumstances would justify this type of development, as set out in
Policy WP2 (e d)

MM14

26

Para 5.19

Add after last sentence:




Plan Ref: Policy /

MM Ref. Page Paragraph / Figure Main Modification
As such, the Boroughs will not normally support nhew sites coming forward
unless there are exceptional circumstances that justify them, as set out in
Policy WP2 (e-d).
MM14.1 27 Figure 16 Replace Figure 16 with the update version below:
Figure 16 Hazardous Waste Arisings at 2022 and 2037 (tonnes per annum)
Borouah 2022 2037
9 Arisings Arisings
Croydon 9,008 9,217
Kingston 2,404 2,442
Merton 4,591 4,704
Sutton 5,239 5,328
Total 21,242 21,692
MM15 28 Para 5.21 After para 5.21, insert:

New para The list of safequarded waste sites will be reviewed and updated on an annual
basis in the Waste Authority Monitoring Report and new sites will be
safeguarded for waste uses once operational.

MM16 28 Policy WP2 WP2 Strategic Approach to Other Forms of Waste

(@) The boroughs of the South London Waste Plan will work with the waste
management industry to continue to develop efficient and more effective
management eliminating the need for additional waste capacity.

(b) During the lifetime of the plan, the boroughs of the South London Waste Plan will
seek to meet the forecast arisings for Construction and Demolition waste of
managing 415,019 tonnes per annum within their boundaries across the plan period
to 2636 2037. The boroughs of the South London Waste Plan will deliver this by
safeguarding existing waste sites and encouraging the intensification of these sites
as appropriate (see Policy WP3).

10




Plan Ref: Policy /

MM Ref. Page Paragraph / Figure Main Modification

(c) Temporary sites for the deposit of Excavation Waste will be supported where they
are for beneficial use and subject to Policy WP5.

(d) New sites (either transfer or management) will not normally be supported for
Construction and Demolition Waste, Radioactive Waste, Agricultural Waste and
Hazardous Waste, unless:

(i) They are for compensatory provision (in accordance with Policy
WP4); or

(ii) there is an identified need for such a facility within the South
London Waste Plan area that cannot be met on a site elsewhere in
London; and

(iii) there is robust evidence that existing safeguarded sites within the
South London Waste Plan area are not available or suitable, or that
needs cannot be met through the adaption or intensification of
existing facilities; and

(iv) they would manage waste as high up the waste hierarchy as
practicable; and

(v) they would accord with all relevant aims and policies of the South
London Waste Plan (particularly the locational criteria set out in
Policy WP4 (b) to (e)) and the applicable borough’s Development
Plan,

(e) Development for improvements to the operation of and the enhancement of the
environment of the Hogsmill Sewage Treatment Works and the Beddington Sewage
Treatment Works will be supported, subject to the other policies in this South
London Waste Plan and the relevant borough’s Development Plan.

MM17 29 Para 5.24 In order to use land efficiently and to ensure the viability of existing businesses, the South
London Waste Plan boroughs will allow the intensification of uses, as appropriate, on the
safeguarded sites to allow a greater throughput on the site. This includes intensification
or redevelopment to provide compensatory provision.

MM18 29 Para 5.24 Similarly, the South London Waste Plan boroughs will be supportive of businesses which

are attempting to increase the waste management element of Waste Transfer Stations but
any development associated with an increase in the waste management element of Waste
Transfer Stations will have to comply with all the relevant policies in a borough’s
Development Plan.
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MM19

29

Para 5.25
2" gsentence

New para

New para

The 2019-HP 2021 London Plan states “waste sites should only be released to other
land uses where processing capacity is re-provided elsewhere in London, based on the
maximum achievable throughput of the site proposed to be lost. When assessing the
throughput of a site, the maximum throughput achieved over the last five years should
be used; where this is not available potential capacity of the site should be appropriately
assessed” (paragraph 9.9.2). The Environment Agency’s Waste Data Interrogator
should be used when assessing the maximum throughput achieved over the

last five years.

Applicants will need to demonstrate that provision of replacement capacity is
secured before permission is granted for a non-waste use. This could be
through the intensification of an existing safequarded waste site or a
compensatory site of a suitable size to meet at least the maximum annual
throughput, subject to the requirements of Policy WP4. Boroughs will use
conditions or legal agreements to satisfy themselves that compensatory

capacity will be delivered before a safeguarded waste site is released to
another use.

In accordance with Policy SI 9 of the 2021 London Plan compensatory capacity
should be provided within London. If it can be demonstrated that there is
sufficient capacity in London to meet London’s apportionment and net self-
sufficiency targets, it may be possible to justify the release of waste sites for
other uses without the provision of compensatory provision.

The evidence base supporting the economic policies in the 264+9-FP 2021 London Plan
clearly demonstrates that the South London Waste Plan area has exceptional demand
for business and industrial land from non-waste uses. Due to this the evidence also
indicates that Croydon, Kingston and Merton should not release industrial land and that
Sutton should provide more industrial capacity. As the South London Waste Plan area is
already providing 13% more waste management capacity than waste arising in the
South London Waste Plan area, the South London Waste Plan Boroughs have to carefully
consider the balance of demand for further waste uses with the demand for other
business and industrial enterprises to ensure a diverse and robust business base. To
help achieve a balance between ensuring there is sufficient waste management
capacity in the South London Waste Plan area, whilst not stifling other land
uses that are in high demand, compensatory provision from other London
Boroughs will not normally be supported, unless the criteria in Policy WP3 can
be met.
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MM20

30

Policy WP3

WP3 Existing Waste Sites

Safeguarding
(@) The sites set out on Pages 44-91 of this South London Waste Plan will be
safeguarded for waste uses or waste/mineral uses enty.

Intensification

(b) The intensification of use of a safeguarded waste site, measured by the increase of
tonnes of waste managed per annum, will be supported, subject to the other policies
in this South London Waste Plan and the relevant borough’s Development Plan.

Safeguarding Compensatory Provision

(c) Compensatory provision for the loss of an existing safeguarded waste site will be
required with the level of compensatory provision recessary-to-be-considered-ena

ease-by-case-basis at least meeting the equivalent of maximum achievable

throughput of the site being lost. The list of safeguarded sites will be updated

with any compensatory sites in the Sutten Waste Authority Monitoring Report and

the compensatory sites will be safeguarded for waste uses enly.

(d)

Compensatory provision for the loss of a waste site from outside the South London
Waste Plan area will not normally be permitted, unless there is robust evidence

that:

(i)
(ii)
(iii)

(iv)
(v)

the compensatory provision is required for London to manage its
waste sustainably and achieve net self-sufficiency; and

there are no available or suitable sites within the borough or waste
planning area where the waste site will be lost; and

existing safequarded sites within the South London Waste Plan area
are not available or suitable or that needs cannot be met through
the adaption or intensification of existing facilities; and

it would manage waste as high up the waste hierarchy as
practicable; and

it would accord with all relevant aims and policies of the South
London Waste Plan (particularly the locational criteria set out in
Policy WP4 (b) to (e)) and the applicable borough’s Development
Plan.

(e) Applications for non-waste uses on safequarded waste sites that accord
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with all relevant aims and policies of the South London Waste Plan and the
applicable borough’s Development Plan, would be supported subject to
appropriate conditions or legal agreements that ensure continued
operational capacity.
Safeguarding Waste Hierarchy
(f) Any development on an existing safeguarded waste site, including for
compensatory provision, will be required to result in waste being managed at
least to the same level in the waste hierarchy as prior to the development.
MM21 31 Para 5.28
Asset-eoutinPoliey-WP,—the The South London Waste Plan expects no new sites for
waste use except where they are required for compensatory provision (or new sites
meeting the exceptional circumstances, set out in WP1 and WP2). The location
of compensatory sites must be carefully considered.
MM22 31 Policy WP4 Proposals for new waste sites_or development of existing safeguarded sites to provide
compensatory provision should:
(a) Demonstrate that the site is capable of providing sufficient-compensatory—capacity at
least the equivalent of maximum achievable throughput of the site being lost.
(b) Be Located on sites:
(i) safeguarded for waste, including waste transfer stations, or within Strategic
Industrial Locations or Locally Significant Industrial Locations;
MM23 31 Policy WP4 d (i) do not result in visually detrimental development conspicuous from strategic-epen
tand{eg-Green Belt or Metropolitan Open Land);
(v) not within the Green Belt or Metropolitan Open Land
MM?24 31 Policy WP4 (f) result in waste being managed at least to the same level in the waste
hierarchy as the site being lost.
€6 (h) Meet the other policies of the relevant borough’s Development Plan.
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MM25

31

Policy WP4

Consolidated changes to Policy WP4 (as set out above) for ease of reference:

Policy WP4: Sites for Compensatory Provision

Proposals for new waste sites_or development of existing safeguarded sites to
provide compensatory provision should:

(@)

(b)

(€)

(d)

Demonstrate that the site is capable of providing sufficient-compensatery

capacity at least the equivalent of maximum achievable throughput of
the site being lost.

Be located on sites:

(i) safequarded for waste, including waste transfer stations, or within
Strategic Industrial Locations or Locally Significant Industrial Locations;

(ii) not having an adverse effect on nature conservation areas protected by
international or national regulations;

(i) not containing features or have an adverse effect on features identified as
being of international or national historic importance; and,

(iv) not having an adverse effect on on-site or off-site flood risk. Proposals
involving hazardous waste will not be permitted within Flood Zones 3a or
3b.

(V) not within the Green Belt or Metropolitan Open Land

Consider the advantages of the co-location of waste facilities with the negative
cumulative effects of a concentration of waste uses in one area;

Have particular regard to sites which:
(i)  do not result in visually detrimental development conspicuous from

strategic-opentand{eg Green Belt or Metropolitan Open Land};

(ii) are located more than 100 metres from open space;

(iii) are located outside Groundwater Source Protection Zones (ie sites
farthest from protected groundwater sources);

(iv) have access to sustainable modes of transport for incoming and
outgoing materials, particularly rail and water, and which provide easy
access for staff to cycle or walk;

(v) have direct access to the strategic road network;
(vi) have no Public Rights of Way crossing the site;
(vii) do not adversely affect regional and local nature conservation areas,
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conservation areas and locally designated areas of special character,
archaeological sites and strategic views;

(viii) offer opportunities to accommodate various related facilities on a
single site;

(e) Include appropriate mitigation measures which will be considered in assessing
site suitability;

(f) result in waste being managed at least to the same level in the waste
hierarchy as the site being lost.

) (g) Meet the other policies of the relevant borough’s Development Plan.

MM26

33

Policy WP5

(a) Developments for compensatory or intensified waste facilities should contribute
positively to the character and quality of the area and ensure that any potential

adverse impacts of the development-are-designed-and-managed-to-mitigate-anyachieve
levels-that-will-netsignificantlyadverselyaffeet are appropriately mitigated.

MM27

33

Policy WP5

(c) (iii)-Archaecological-sites;the-historicenvironmentand-sensitive receptors,suchas
schools;-hospitals;andresidentialareas—Heritage Assets and the need to conserve,
and where practicable, enhance those elements which contribute to their
significance, including their setting;
(iv) sensitive receptors, such as schools, hospitals and residential areas;

[Renumber other clauses accordingly]

MM28

33

Policy WP5

(C) (v) Air quality and polluting emissions, including dust, from approved

construction works, on-site waste operations and associated vehicle
movements in the locality of new or intensified waste sites, taking account of
national air quality objectives and current exceedances; potential impacts
within Air Quality Focus Areas. Air Quality Management Areas and/or the
Mayor’s expanded Ultra Low Emission Zone (ULEZ); cumulative impacts with
other waste sites; the London Plan requirement for development proposals to
be at least ‘Air Quality Neutral’; and the use of design solutions to prevent or
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minimise increased exposure of people and in particular vulnerable individuals
to poor air quality.

MM29

33

Policy WP5

(vii) Traffic generation, access and the suitability of the highway network in the vicinity,

|ncIud|ng access to and from the strateglc road network aﬁd—t—he—pess+bﬂ+ty—ef—us+ﬁg

(viii) opportunities to minimise ‘waste miles’ and the potential of using
sustainable modes of transport for incoming and outgoing materials

{vitiy_(vix) The safety and security of the site

MM30

33

Policy WP5

Amend final sentence of Policy WP5:

The information in the schedule below will provide the basis for the assessment of the
impact of a development and should therefore be considered as part of any pre-
application engagement.

MM31

33

Policy WP5

Consolidated changes to Policy WP5 (as set out above) for ease of reference:

WP5 Protecting and Enhancing Amenity

(2) Developments for compensatory or intensified waste facilities should
contribute positively to the character and quality of the area and ensure
that any potentlal adverse |mpacts of the development—a%e—desntgﬁed—and

affeet are approprlately mltlgated

(b) The parts of a waste facility site where unloading, loading, storage and
processing takes place should be within a fully enclosed covered building.

(c) Particular regard will be paid to the impact of the development in terms of:
(i)  The Green Belt, Metropolitan Open Land, recreation land or similar;
(ii)  Biodiversity, including ensuring that development does not harm nature
conservation areas protected by international and national regulations as

well as ensuring regional and local nature conservation areas are not
adversely affected;
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(iii) Heritage Assets that and the need to conserve, and where practicable,
enhance those elements which contribute to their significance,
including their setting;

(iv) sensitive receptors, such as schools, hospitals and residential areas;

(v) Groundwater, surface water and watercourses;
and-traffic generated:

(vi) Air quality and polluting emissions, including dust, from approved
construction works, on-site waste operations and associated vehicle
movements in the locality of new or intensified waste sites, taking
account of national air quality objectives and current exceedances;
potential impacts within Air Quality Focus Areas. Air Quality
Management Areas and/or the Mayor’s expanded Ultra Low Emission
Zone (ULEZ); cumulative impacts with other waste sites; the London
Plan requirement for development proposals to be at least ‘Air Quality
Neutral’; and the use of design solutions to prevent or minimise
increased exposure of people particularly vulnerable to poor air quality,
such as children, people in poor health or the elderly”.

(vii) Noise and vibration from the plant and traffic generated;
(viii) Traffic generation, access and the suitability of the highway network in
the vicinity, including access to and from the strategic road network and

(ix) _opportunities to minimise ‘waste miles’ and the potential of
using sustainable modes of transport for incoming and outgoing
materials

(x) The safety and security of the site

(xi) Odour, litter, vermin and birds; and,

(xii) The design of the waste facility, particularly:

e complementing or improving the character of an area;

e limiting the visual impact of the development by employing hard and
soft landscaping and minimising glare;

e being of a scale, massing or height appropriate to the townscape or
landscape;

e using good quality materials;

e minimising the requirement for exterior lighting; and,
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e utilising high-quality boundary treatments.

The information in the schedule below will provide the basis for the assessment

of the impact of a development and should therefore be considered as part
of any pre-application engagement.

MM32

34

Policy WP5
Schedule

Schedule: Information which may be required for a planning application

22. Air Quality Impaet Assessment, demeoenstrating setting out the effects on air
quality in the locality of the proposed development site arising from approved
construction works, on-site waste operations and associated vehicle
movements. the-eperationof-thesite-and-vehicles movemer et
it. In line with London Plan Policy SI 1 on ‘Improving Air Quality’ and the
relevant Local Plan policies, Air Quality Assessments must demonstrate that
proposed developments:

e are at least ‘Air Quality Neutral’ having regard to the latest available
Mayoral quidance on neutral and air quality positive approaches;
promote opportunities to deliver further improvements to air quality;
and do not conflict with ongoing London-wide or borough level activities
aimed at reducing air pollution;

e do not lead to further deterioration of existing poor air quality; create
any new areas that exceed air quality limits; delay the date at which
compliance will be achieved in areas that are currently in exceedance of
national air quality objectives; or create an unacceptable risk of high
levels of exposure to poor air quality;

° have assessed the cumulative impacts of multiple air pollution sources
from the new development, for example, the on-site waste operations
and associated vehicle movements, in combination with similar air
pollution impacts from approved and proposed development, as advised
by the council’s Air Quality Officer.

° incorporate design solutions to prevent or minimise increased exposure
of people particularly vulnerable to poor air quality, including, but not
limited to, children, people in poor health and the elderly; and

° incorporate proposed arrangements for post implementation monitoring
and annual reporting of local air quality and polluting emissions
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MM33 34 Policy WP5 Schedule: Information which may be required for a planning application:
Schedule
20-M : ina-PublicRi e W
31 Transport Assessment, which may address measures such as highway
safety measures, protecting Public Rights of Way and an access strategy
32 Fravel-Plan-Transport Management Strategies such as a Delivery
Servicing Plan/Freight Plan, a Route Management Strategy, a Construction
Logistics Plan and a Travel Plan.
32-Reute-Management-Strategy
33-Access-Strategy
MM34 36 Para 5.36

adapted%e—be%esﬂﬂqt—agamst—the—eﬁeeks—ef—ehmateehange—ln responqu to the
‘climate emergency’ and the transition to a zero carbon economy within the
South London Waste Plan area, all proposed waste faeility developments should
seek to achieve the highest standards of sustainable design and construction
both in terms of their operational impacts and ‘whole life-cycle’ carbon
emissions of construction materials. As a minimum, all major waste proposals
will be required to deliver net zero carbon standards in line with London Plan
Policy SI2 through application of the Mavor s enerqv hierarchy (i) be Iean use

energy resources (such as secondary heat) and supply energy efﬁcuentlv and
cleanly (iii) be green: maximise opportunities for renewable energy by
producing, storing and using renewable energy on-site (iv) be seen: monitor,
verify and report on energy performance. A minimum 35% reduction beyond
Part L 2013 must be achieved on site for both major and minor proposals. Any
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shortfall in emissions reductions must then be addressed through a financial
contribution to the relevant borough’s carbon offset fund.
MM35 36 Para 5.38
Insert new paragraph
after 5.38 (gnd grap Developers will have to provide justified costs for their proposals to
renumber subsequent demonstrate why the ‘Excellent’ rating would make their proposal unviable.
paragraph accordingly) The details of the costs to be provided should ideally be agreed with the
relevant local authority as part of pre-application engagement.
MM36 36 Para 5.39

. As well as addressing the causes of climate change, waste
proposals must be fully adapted to the future impacts of climate change
through the following measures:

o Heating;—Coolingand-Energy-Use_Overheating and cooling. Addressing
summer overheating and the urban heat island (UHI) effect by
incorporating green infrastructure as part of the design and layout in line
with the Mayor’s minimum ‘urban greening factor’ standards in London
Plan Policy G6 (or the equivalent standards set out at borough level).x

Ideally, the layout of a building should take advantage of the benefits of
landscaping for summertime shading and minimising of heat loss in winter. In
addition, external cladding materials should be high mass (e.g. brick or concrete)
as they release heat slowly;

Flood Risk. Dealing with the increased frequency and severity of storm
events resulting from climate change by incorporating sustainable urban
design (SuDS) measures such as filter strips, permeable paving
soakaways and green roofs as part of the design and layout. All waste
proposals must achieve greenfield run off rates and volumes in the 1 in
100 year storm event plus climate change in line with part B of London
Plan Policy SI 13;
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e Odours. Dealing with odour issues which are exacerbated with higher
temperatures by avoiding the use of unenclosed waste facilities will

MM37

36

Para 5.39

Paragraph 5.41 (now 5.42):

541 5.42 Therefore in accordance with natlonal and regional adwce the 20}921 HPR

London Plan

20614} and this plan’s obJectlves

MM38

37

Para 5.40

In the construction phase of any development, consideration should be given to
Construction, Demolition and Excavation Waste on-site as this is the most sustainable
approach to dealing with this form of waste. It is also an opportunity to promote and
contribute towards the London Plan target of 95% of excavation material going
to beneficial use and 95% of construction and demolition waste being reused,
recycled or recovered.

MM39

37

Policy WP6

(b) Waste facilities will be required to:

(v) minimise waste and promote sustairable-manragement-ef-construction-wasteen

site the beneficial use of excavation waste on site and the reuse, recycling or
recover of construction and demolition waste on site; and

MM40

38

Para 5.44
Last sentence

faeH+ty—te—be—s&bm+tted— NotW|thstand|nq this, the Mavor s London Plan sets out a
number of benefits from waste that should be encouraged when development
proposals are brought forward. Therefore, in accordance with London Plan
Policy SI 8 Part D, the South London Waste Plan Boroughs will support

schemes that also propose additional benefits alongside waste operations.

MMA41

38

Policy WP7

WP7 The Benefits of Waste

(@) Waste development for the intensification of sites, which involve the reuse,
refurbishment, remanufacture of products or the production of by-products,
will be encouraged.
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(b) waste development for-additional-Energy-from-Waste facilities-witk-not

that can deliver additional benefits, as set out in London Plan
Policy SI 8 Part D, Points 3 and 4, will be supported_encouraged.

(c) waste development for the intensification of sites should seek to result in sub-
regional job creation and resulting social benefits, including skills, training, and
apprenticeship opportunities.

MM42

39

Policy WP8

WP8 New Development Affecting Waste Sites

(a) New development should be designed to ensure that existing, consented or

safeqguarded waste sites and-sites-developed-for-compensateryprovision remain

viable and can intensify without unreasonable restrictions being placed on them.

(b) Where new development is proposed that may be affected by an existing,

consented or safequarded waste ste—aa—e*tant—seheme—a—ae#mssma—fer
apacity-era-site-developed-forcompensateryprey isi the applicant

should

(i) Ensure that good design mitigates and minimizes existing and potential
nuisances generated by the waste use, either existing,extant, a permission
for additional capacity or developed for compensatory provision

(ii) Explore mitigation measures early in the design stage, with the necessary
and appropriate provisions, including the ongoingand future management of
mitigation measures, secured through planning conditions and obligation

(iii) Engage early with the operator of the waste site to ensure a full
understanding of the operation (including on-site activities and hours

of operation) and to ensure baseline assessments are robust.

MM43

40

Para 5.52

Amend examples of where a planning obligation may be considered as follows:

¢ Transport Management Strategies, that include Delivery and Servicing

Plans that incorporate measures to; manage traffic routes to the site
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to-travel-sustainably; ensure improving road safety; redueing-reduce freight

traffic, particularly at peak times, facilitate a transition to low emission
vehicles and a monitoring regime.

o off-site-post implementation monitoring-ef-emissiens and reporting of
impacts upon the water environment, particularly for new or intensified
waste sites adjacent to main rivers or other watercourses

¢ post implementation monitoring and annual reporting of local air quality
and polluting emissions from both on-site waste operations and
associated HGV movements in the vicinity of new or intensified waste

sites against national air quality objectives and any relevant emissions
limits set as part of the planning permission and/or waste license;

MM44

40

Policy WP9

Policy WP9 Planning Obligations:
Planning-obligations-witl-be-used-to-ensure-thatalt-new-Waste development or waste

redevelopment must ensure that where these have off-site impacts, these are
addressed to make the development acceptableprovidethattheseare-mitigated

MM45

a1

Para 5.54

The South London Waste Plan boroughs recognise that on-going plan monitoring
andreview are essential to:
e delivering the objectives of the plan
e assessing the implementation of the strategic policies
e analysing the effectiveness of policies
¢ analysing waste planning permissions and compliance with planning
conditions and obligations

MM46

41

New para after 5.57

The South London Waste Plan boroughs will engage with all relevant Duty to
Cooperate stakeholders on an ongoing basis in a constructive, an active and an
ongoing basis on any relevant strategic matters. A lead borough shall be
nominated to carry out this responsibility as and when required.
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MM47

41

New Paragraphs after
5.58

New para

New para

New para

New para

New para

New para

In addition to monitoring the implementation of the Plan, it is equally important
to ensure the performance of operational waste sites is monitored too. This is
the responsibility of a number of parties, namely: The South London Waste Plan
Boroughs, the Environment Agency and waste site operators.

The waste operator is responsible for ensuring that its requlated facility does
not cause pollution of the environment and harm to human health. The
operator’s performance in relation to that responsibility is assessed by checking
compliance with the terms and conditions of the permit.

Environmental permits are issued by either the Environment Agency for large-
scale facilities and those with greater risk to the environment (known as “A1l
installations”) or the local authority for smaller-scale facilities with lower risk to
the environment (which include “"A2 installations” and “Part B installations”).
The responsibility for checking compliance falls to the issuer of the permit (the

reqgulator).

The Environmental Permitting Regulations are the basis for any enforcement
action and the principal offences are:
¢ operating a requlated facility without a permit;
e causing or knowingly permitting a water discharge activity or
groundwater activity without a permit; and
o failing to comply with a permit condition, flood risk activity emergency
works notice, flood risk remediation notice or an enforcement-related
notice.

Operator competence can be considered by the regulator at any time, whether
as part of the determination of an application or at any time during the life of

the permit. The requlator can suspend or revoke the permit if an operator fails
to comply with the conditions of the permit, risking harm to the environment or
human health.

The South London Waste Plan Boroughs will monitor any enforcement action
taken against waste operators to ensure that existing waste facilities do not
cause harm to the environment or local communities. This will be published as
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part of the Waste Annual Monitoring Report. Any additional information on
New para enforcement action can be requested from the requlator.

In addition, planning legislation gives powers to local authorities to take
enforcement action where development has been carried out, either: without
planning permission, and / or consent; where a condition on a planning
permission has not been met; and where a planning obligation has not be
delivered. As such, the South London Waste Boroughs’ individual Planning
Enforcement teams will investigate alleged planning breaches related to waste
developments within their respective boroughs. When considering what action
to take, if necessary, the Boroughs will have regard to national planning policy
and quidance, and any relevant legislation.

MMA4S 41 Policy WP10 The South London Waste Plan boroughs will monitor and review the effectiveness of the
plan in meeting its strategic objectives, policies and targets through the Monitoring and
Contingency Table (Appendix 1). The London Borough of Sutton’s Authority Monitoring
Report (AMR) will report on the outcome of plan the monitoring and the boroughs, in
consultation with each other and with other relevant Duty to Cooperate bodies as
appropriate, such as the GLA, LWARB, EA, the South London Waste Partnership
and the waste management industry, will decide whether it is necessary to implement
any of the contingency actions in light of the monitoring.

MM49 43 How to read the Under “"Maximum throughput (in tonnes per annum)’:
information on
Safeguarded Sites The maximum throughput achieved by the site in any one year betweer2813and2017 in
the last five year period, using the latest available information from the
Environment Agency Waste Data Interrogator. The 2619-1tP 2021 London Plan
recommends that boroughs should use this measure to assess capacity

MM50 44 to 91 Sites Updated figures in accordance with the Figures set out in the updated Appendix 2 in Annex
Figures 1 to this schedule (and as set out in SLWPQ7)

MM51 45 Site C4 o Protecting-theresidentialamenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
Issues to consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with

regard to air emissions and noise impacts.

MM52 46 Site C5a Delete:
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Opportunity to
increase waste sites”
managed
MM53 46 Site C5a o Protecting-theresidential-amenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
Issues to consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
MM54 47 Site C5b o Protecting-theresidentialamenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
Issues to consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
MMS55 48 Site C6 o Protecting-theresidential-amenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
Issues to consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
MM56 48 Site C6
Issues to consider e Designing a facility that
takes into consideration the wider visual or landscape effects to the
adjoining countryside.
MM57 49 Site C7 Add the Tier number to the archaeological consideration:
Issues to Consider
“Evaluating and preserving any archaeological remains (Tier 4)”
MM58 50 Site C8
Issues to consider Ceonserving;and-wherepossible-enhaneing; Ensuring the preservation or
enhancement of the setting and significance of Airport House, a Grade II* Listed building
opposite
MMS59 51 Site C9 o Protecting-theresidentialamenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
Issues to consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
MM60 51 Site C9 Developers planning to intensify develop the safeguarded site should pay particular

Issues to consider

attention to:

e Designing the site so that operations, whether already on site or proposed to be
situated in replacement buildings,are would be carried out within fully enclosed
building{s)_that do not impact the openness of the Green Belt/MOL
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MM61 51 Site C9 Replace existing site boundary with the site boundary in red on the map below:
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MM62 51 Site C10 o Protecting-theresidentialamenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
Issues to consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
MM63 52 Site C10 e The Purley Oaks Highway Depot is an allocated Gypsy and Traveller site in the
Issues to consider Croydon Local Plan 2018 and attention should be paid to ensure satisfactory
residential amenity ef-the for any existing and future occupiers of this
allocation.
MMe6e4 53 Site C11 Delete this site and all reference to it in the Plan
MMG65 54 Site C12 o Protecting-theresidential-amenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
Issues to consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
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MM66 55 Site C13 Protecting-theresidential-amenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
Issues to consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
MM67 57 Site K2 Protecting-theresidential-amenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
Issues to consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
MM68 58 Site K3 Protecting-theresidential-amenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
Issues to consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
MM69 59 Site K4 Protecting-theresidential-amenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
Issues to consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
MM70 59 Site K4 Delete:
Opportunity to ‘e—TFherearenoplansby-the South-Londen
increase waste thissite:”
managed
Replace with “Yes”
MM71 55 After Site K4
K5 Chessington Railhead, Garrison Lane, Chessington, KT9 2LD
Add new site
safeguarding sheet: See Annex 1 to this Schedule for the full site sheet.
MM72 61 Site M1
Issues to consider Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the occupants of those residential
properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with regard to air emissions
Add bullet: and noise impacts
MM73 63 Site M3 Pretecting-theresidential-amenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
Issues to consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
MM74 64 Site M4 Protecting-theresidential-amenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
Issues to consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
MM75 65 Site M5 Protecting-theresidential-amenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the

Issues to consider

occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
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MM76 66 Site M6
Issues to consider ¢ Designing a facility that deesnet-impact-onthe-openness—of takes into
consideration its wider visual or landscape effects on the adjoining
Amend 9% bullet point Metropolitan Open Land
MM77 66 Site M6 Insert the following as an additional bullet point under “Issues to consider if there is a
Issues to consider further application”:
e Protecting the amenity of the Wandle Valley Regional Park and those using
it
MM78 67 Site M7 e Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the occupants of those
Issues to consider residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with regard to
air emissions and noise impacts
Add bullet point
MM79 68 Site M8 Protecting-theresidential-amenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
Issues to consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
MMS80 69 Site M9 Delete:
Opportunity to
increase waste
managed
Add:
“Yes. Although the plot throughput ratio is currently above average for this type
of facility any forthcoming planning application seeking opportunities to intensify
the throughput would need to demonstrate that the site has the appropriate
environmental capacity”
MM81 69 Site M9 o Protecting-theresidential-amenity Contributing positively to the living
Issues to consider conditions of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts
MMS82 70 Site M10 Issues to

consider

Amend 7% bullet point

e Designing a facility that deesnetimpact-onthe-openness-of takes into
consideration its wider visual or landscape effects on the adjoining
Metropolitan Open Land
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MMS83 70 Site M10 Issues to
consider Protecting the amenity of the Wandle Valley Regional Park and those using
it
Add bullet point
MM84 71 Site M11 Protecting-theresidential-amenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
Issues to consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
MMB85 71 Site M11
Issues to consider Designing a facility that dees-netimpacton-the-opennesseof takes into
consideration its wider visual or landscape effects on the adjoining
Amend 7% bullet point Metropolitan Open Land
MMS86 72 Site M12
Issues to Consider Protecting the residential amenity of those properties (both bricks and mortar
and Gypsy and Traveller accommodation) in the vicinity of the site, especially
with regard to air emissions and noise impacts
MM87 72 Site M12
Issues to consider Protecting the amenity of theseusing the future Wandle Valley Regional Park and
Amend 6% bullet point those using it
MM88 72 Site M12
Issues to consider Designing a facility that deesnetimpact-enthe-openness—of takes into
Amend 10% bullet point consideration its wider visual or landscape effects on the adjoining
Metropolitan Open Land
MMS89 73 Site M13 Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the occupants of those
Issues to consider residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with regard to
air emissions and noise impacts
Add bullet
MM90 72 Site M14 Protecting-theresidential-amenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
Issues to consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
MM91 72 Site M14 Designing a facility that deesnetimpact-onthe-openness—of takes into
Issues to consider consideration its wider visual or landscape effects on the adjoining
Amend 8t bullet point Metropolitan Open Land
MM92 74 Site M14
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Issues to consider e Protecting the amenity of the Wandle Valley Regional Park and those using
Add bullet it
MM93 75 Site M15 Issues to Delete *
consider Censervation-Area”.
Replace with:_Conserving, and where possible enhancing, significance of the
adjacent Wandle Valley Conservation Area
MM94 75 Site M15 Issues to e Designing a facility that dees-noet-impact-onthe-openness—of takes into
consider consideration its wider visual or landscape effects on the adjoining
Amend 8% bullet point Metropolitan Open Land
MM95 75 Site M15 Issues to Insert the following as an additional bullet point under “Issues to consider if there is a
consider further application”:
e Protecting the amenity of the Wandle Valley Regional Park and those
using it
MM96 75 Site M15 e Contributing positively to the living conditions of those residential
Issues to consider properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with regard to air emissions
Add bullet and noise impacts
MM97 76 Site M16 Issues to v
consider Censervation-Area”.
Replace with:_Conserving, and where possible enhancing, the significance of the
Wandle Valley Conservation Area
MM9S8 76 Site M16 e Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the occupants of those
Issues to consider residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with regard to
air emissions and noise impacts
Add bullet
MM99 76 Site M16

Issues to consider
Amend 8t bullet point

e Designing a facility that deesnetimpact-onthe-openness—of takes into
consideration its wider visual or landscape effects on the adjoining
Metropolitan Open Land
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MM100 76 Site M16 Issues to
consider e Protecting the amenity of theseusing the fature Wandle Valley Regional Park and
Amend final bullet point those using it
MM101 77 Site M17 Issues to o Protecting-theresidentialamenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
MM102 78 Site M18 e Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the occupants of those
Issues to consider residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with regard to
air emissions and noise impacts
Add bullet
MM103 80 Site S1 Delete Site S1 ‘777 Recycling Centre’ and any other references to it in the Plan
777 Recycling Centre
MM104 81 Site S2 o Protecting-theresidentialamenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
Issues to consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
MM105 81 Site S2
Issues to consider e Undertaking an air quality assessments and transport assessments in
Add bullet accordance with the requirements of Policy WP5
MM106 81 Site S2 . Protecting the amenity of theseusing the future Wandle Valley Regional Park and
Amend 5% bullet point those using it
MM107 81 Site S3 . Protecting the amenity of theseusing the future Wandle Valley Regional Park and
Amend 5% bullet point those using it
MM108 81 Site S3 o Protecting-theresidentialamenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
Issues to consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
MM109 82 Site S3 e Designing a facility that dees-netimpactonthe-epennessof takes into
Amend 8% bullet point consideration its wider visual or landscape effects on the adjoining
Metropolitan Open Land.
MM110 83 Site S4 ¢ Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the occupants of those

Issues to consider

Add bullet

residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with regard to
air emissions and noise impacts
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MM111 86 Site S7 o Protecting-theresidential-amenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
Issues to consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
MM112 86 Site S7
Amend 6% bullet point ¢ Designing a facility that dees-netimpacton-the-epenness—of takes into
consideration its wider visual or landscape effects on the adjoining
Metropolitan Open Land.
MM113 88 Site S9 ¢ Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the occupants of those
Issues to consider residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with regard to
air emissions and noise impacts
Add bullet
MM114 89 Site S10
Issues to Consider o
e Undertaking an assessment of the cumulative impacts on the highway
network, which should be discussed with Transport for London, and
limiting or mitigating traffic movements so as not to hinder traffic flow on
the surrounding roads
MM115 89 Site S10
Issues to Consider e Evaluating and preserving any archaeological remains
New bullet:
MM116 90 Site S11 TGM Delete Site S11 TGM Environment from the schedule of safeguarded sites, Appendix 2
and any other references to the site in the Plan.
MM117 91 Site S12 o Protecting-theresidentialamenity Avoiding harm to the living conditions of the
Issues to Consider occupants of those residential properties in the vicinity of the site, especially with
regard to air emissions and noise impacts.
MM118 91 Site 512
Issues tothConS|der . e Protecting the amenity of theseusing the future Wandle Valley Regional Park and
Amend 5% bullet point A
those using it
MM119 91 Site S12 Amend 9% bullet point:
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e Designing a facility that dees-retimpact-enthe-epennessof takes into
consideration the wider visual or landscape effect of the adjoining
Metropolitan Open Land.

MM120 93 Appendix 1 Modify the Monitoring and Contingencies Table in accordance with Annex 2.
Monitoring Table

MM121 99 Appendix 2 Update Appendix 2 in accordance with Annex 3 to this Schedule of Main Modifications

MM122 102 Appendix 3 Safeguarding-carried-forward-as-Site-St The throughput of the site has significantly
Ref 21 ‘777 Recycling’ declined and the operator is planning to cease operations due to viability.
Capacity from site no longer required to meet the waste apportionment.

MM123 104 Appendix 4 Additions to the Glossary:
Glossary
Consented Waste Site: A site that has planning permission for a new waste
management facility or an existing site that has planning permission where an
increase in intensification is permitted, for example where:
¢ longer operating times are permitted on the existing site; and/or
additional storage, machinery, buildings, parking or access roads are
permitted on the existing site; and/or
e the boundary of the site is extended to allow for either of the above.

Existing Waste Site: A waste site that is materially in operation as a waste site

Safequarded Waste Site: A site that is safegquarded for waste uses. This may
include sites that are materially operational as waste facilities, vacant waste
facilities or vacant plots of land that are safeguarded for waste.

MM124 106 New Appendix 5 Add: Appendix 5 South London Waste Plan 2012 Superseded Policies

Adopted SLWP (2012) Policies to be Replacement Policies in the Draft SLWP

Superseded

Strategic Policies

WP1: Strategic Approach to Municipal Solid Waste | WP1: Strategic Approach to Household and
and Commercial and Industrial Waste Commercial and Industrial Waste
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WP2: Strategic Approach to Other Forms of Waste | WP2: Strategic Approach to Other Forms of Waste

Non-Strategic Policies

WP3: Existing Waste Sites WP3: Existing Waste Sites

WP4: Industrial Areas with Sites Suitable for The draft Plan proposes no new sites, unless for

Waste Facilities compensatory provision. As such the adopted
Policy WP4 would be deleted on adoption of the
draft Plan

WP5: Windfall Sites and Non MSW and C&I Waste | WP4: Sites for Compensatory Provision.

Location Criteria

WP6: Sustainable Design and Construction of WP6: Sustainable Construction and Design of

Waste Facilities Waste Facilities

WP7: Protecting and Enhancing Amenity WP5: Protecting and Enhancing Amenity

WP8: Sustainable Energy Recovery WP7: The Benefits of Waste
The draft Plan does not support additional Energy|
from Waste facilities, as set out in draft Policy WR7.

WP9: Planning Obligations

WP9: Planning Obligations
WP10: Monitoring and Contingencies

Annex 1: New Safeguarded Site Sheet for ‘K5 Chessington Railhead’
Annex 2: Modified Appendix 1 - Monitoring and Contingency Table
Annex 3: Modified Appendix 2 - Sites counting towards the Apportionment and C&D Target
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