NOTICE OF MEETING

EXTRAORDINARY FULL COUNCIL

From: The Mayor of Haringey Council - Councillor Gina Adamou

To:

Councillors of Haringey Council

Dear Sir/Madam

A meeting of the Council of the London Borough of Haringey will
be held at the Civic Centre High Road, Wood Green N22, and 8LE
on Thursday 31°" January at 7.00pm to transact the following
business.

Agenda

In accordance with Part 4 - section A [4.2] of the Constitution, it being an
extraordinary meeting of the Council no other business shall be considered other
than those items stated on the Summons. Any tabled items will only relate to those
shown on the Summons.

Quorum: 15

1.

FILMING AT MEETINGS

Please note this meeting may be filmed or recorded by the Council for live or
subsequent broadcast via the Council’s internet site or by anyone attending
the meeting using any communication method. Although we ask members of
the public recording, filming or reporting on the meeting not to include the
public seating areas, members of the public attending the meeting should be
aware that we cannot guarantee that they will not be filmed or recorded by
others attending the meeting. Members of the public participating in the
meeting (e.g. making deputations, asking questions, making oral protests)
should be aware that they are likely to be filmed, recorded or reported on. By
entering the meeting room and using the public seating area, you are
consenting to being filmed and to the possible use of those images and sound
recordings.

The Chair of the meeting has the discretion to terminate or suspend filming or
recording, if in his or her opinion continuation of the filming, recording or
reporting would disrupt or prejudice the proceedings, infringe the rights of any
individual, or may lead to the breach of a legal obligation by the Council.
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TO RECEIVE APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

A member with a disclosable pecuniary interest or a prejudicial interest in a
matter who attends a meeting of the authority at which the matter is
considered:

(i) must disclose the interest at the start of the meeting or when the interest
becomes apparent, and

(i) may not participate in any discussion or vote on the matter and must
withdraw from the meeting room.

A member who discloses at a meeting a disclosable pecuniary interest which
is not registered in the Register of Members’ Interests or the subject of a
pending notification must notify the Monitoring Officer of the interest within 28
days of the disclosure.

Disclosable pecuniary interests, personal interests and prejudicial interests
are defined at Paragraphs 5-7 and Appendix A of the Members’ Code of
Conduct

TO RECEIVE THE REPORT OF THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE (PAGES 1 - 16)

e Update to Committee Memberships and Outside Body
Appointments 2018/19

TO CONSIDER REQUESTS TO RECEIVE DEPUTATIONS AND/OR
PETITIONS AND, IF APPROVED, TO RECEIVE THEM

PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION ON THE NORTH LONDON WASTE
PLAN. (PAGES 17 - 404)

CHANGES TO 2019/20 COUNCIL TAX REDUCTION SCHEME (PAGES
405 - 740)

CHANGES TO COUNCIL TAX DISCOUNTS FOR UNOCCUPIED AND
UNFURNISHED PROPERTIES AND VACANT PROPERTIES REQUIRING
OR UNDERGOING MAJOR REPAIR OR STRUCTURAL ALTERATION
(PAGES 741 - 746)

CHANGES TO COUNCIL TAX PREMIUM FOR LONG-TERM EMPTY
DWELLINGS (PAGES 747 - 752)



Ayshe Simsek, Acting Democratic Services and Scrutiny Manager
Tel — 020 8489 2929

Fax — 020 8881 5218

Email: ayshe.simsek@haringey.gov.uk

Zina Etheridge
Chief Executive
River Park House, 225 High Road, Wood Green, N22 8HQ

Wednesday, 23 January 2019
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Report for: full Council — 31 January 2019

Title: Update to Committee Memberships and Outside Body
Appointments 2018/19

Authorised by : Bernie Ryan, Assistant Director Corporate Governance &
Monitoring Officer

Lead Officer: Ayshe Simsek, Acting Democratic Services and Scrutiny Manager
0208 489 2929 ayshe.simsek@haringey.gov.uk

Ward(s) affected: All

Report for Key/
Non Key Decision: Non Key Decision

1.Describe the issue under consideration

1.1  This report seeks approval to changes to committee memberships and outside
bodies for the municipal year 2018/19 following the changes to Cabinet
membership reported to the Chief Executive on the 31st of December 2018.
The Council is required to ensure that appointments to which the political
balance rules apply are made in accordance with those rules. This report also
provides the membership of the Cabinet for the Council to note at appendix 2.

1.2 A schedule of Committees is attached at Appendix 1 to this report and includes
the proposed changes to memberships of committees. This details the number
of seats available on each Committee and the proportional split between the
parties in accordance with the political balance of the authority.

1.3 The Health and Wellbeing Board Membership changes include the allocation of
Chair to the Cabinet Member for Adults and Health. This remains in accordance
with the Council’s Constitution and section 194 of the Health and Social Care
Act 2012.

1.4  The changes to outside body appointments are included at appendix 3. The
appointments to the LGA Leaders Committee, a section 101 joint committee,
and the London Councils Grants Committee require councillors to be members
of the Cabinet.

1.5 The Council are also requested to approve a change in membership to a
community body, Jacksons Lane, Management Committee set out in appendix
3.

2.Cabinet Member Introduction
N/A
3.Recommendations

3.1 Council is asked to:

3.1.1 Agree the updated membership of Committees detailed at Appendix 1.

| |
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3.1.2 Agree the changes to outside bodies outlined at Appendix 3.
3.1.3 To note the membership of the Cabinet as detailed at Appendix 2.

4.Background information

4.1The Annual Meeting of the Council appoints Committees of the Council in
accordance with Article 4.02 of the Constitution. The Council is required to comply with
the provisions of the Local Government and Housing Act 1989 and the Local
Government (Committees and Political Groups) Regulations 1990 in terms of political
balance when appointing ‘ordinary’ committees — that is, committees appointed under
section 101 and 102 of the Local Government Act 1972.

4.2 These rules provide that seats on ‘ordinary’ committees must be allocated in line
with the following principles in order of precedence:

(a) that not all the seats on a body are allocated to the same political group;

(b) that the majority of the seats on the body are allocated to the political group
which has the majority of the Council’s membership;

(c) that, subject to principles (a) and (b) above, the total number of seats of all
the ordinary committees of the Council shall be allocated to each political
group in the same proportion as their share of membership of the Council
as a whole; and

(d) that, subject to paragraphs (a) to (c) above, the number of seats on each
individual body shall be allocated to each political group in the same
proportion as to their size on the Council as a whole.

4.3 The political balance of the Council of 57 councillors is as follows:
Labour 42 councillors (73.7%)
Liberal Democrats 15 councillors (26.3%)

Where practicable the allocation of seats on ordinary committees should be in
line with the proportion of seats on the Council held by the political groups. The
rule about proportionate allocation of seats on bodies overall takes precedence
over the rule about proportionate allocation on any individual body.

4.4 The number of seats currently available on ordinary committees is 47. Of this
number 35 or 74.5% are allocated to the Labour Group and 12 or 25.5% to the
Liberal Democrat Group.

4.5 In calculating the allocation of seats on ordinary committees, the following bodies
are excluded because these bodies are excluded from the statutory rules on
political balance:

e The Cabinet

e The disciplinary pool;

e Licensing Sub-Committees (Licensing Act 2003 and Gambling
Committee);

e Other Committees where membership is determined on the basis of
electoral ward represented; and

e The Health and Wellbeing Board.

The Cabinet

| |
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4.5.1 The Cabinet is appointed by the Leader and may only comprise councillors from
the majority party. It must have between 2 and 9 members in addition to the
Leader.

Licensing Sub-Committees (Licensing Act 2003 and Gambling Committee);
4.5.2No changes are proposed to the membership of these committees.
The Health and Wellbeing Board

4.5.3 The membership of the Health and Wellbeing Board is prescribed at section 194
of the Health and Social Care Act 2012 and this Committee is therefore excluded
from the political balance calculations. The proposed revisions to membership
reflect changes made to the Cabinet and allocates the role of Chair to the
Cabinet Member for Adults and Health.

Overview and Scrutiny Committee
4.6 No changes are proposed to the membership of this committee.

4.8 Changes to appointments can be made at any stage during the Municipal Year
with the changes being reported to the Council as appropriate. For
completeness, full Council is presented with the membership of all Committees at
Appendix 1. This Appendix will supersede that agreed at the Annual Meeting in
May 2018.

4.9 As set outin paragraph 1.2 of Part Three Section C of the Council’s Constitution,
the Leader selects the Members of the Council’s Cabinet. These changes are
presented to the full Council for information.

5. Statutory Officers comments (Chief Finance Officer (including
procurement), Assistant Director of Corporate Governance, Equalities)

Finance and Procurement
5.1 No comments.
Assistant Director Corporate Governance & Monitoring Officer

5.2 The report sets out those Council bodies to which the political balance rules
apply. The 1989 Act requires political balance in the distribution of seats on
committees to be undertaken “so far as is reasonably practicable” thus
recognising that a mathematically precise split between political parties cannot
always be achieved.

5.3 The rules in section 15 of the Local Government and Housing Act 1989 require
that a party with a majority on full Council shall have a majority of seats on each
non-executive body and this rule takes precedence over the rules requiring an
exact political balance on those bodies individually and taken as a whole.

5.4 This report also details changes to appointmetns to three outside bodies. Both the
LGA Leaders Committee and the London Councils Grants Committee require
appointments to be made from the the Cabinet.

6.Use of Appendices
6.1 Appendix 1 — Appointment of Committees, etc for 2018/19

| |
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6.2 Appendix 2 — Cabinet Membership 2018/19
6.3 Appendix 3 - Changes to Outside Bodies
7. Local Government (Access to Information) Act 1985

7.1 Background documents:
e Appointments to Cttees 2017/18

e Haringey Council’s Constitution
e London Councills Circular 6™ March 2018

7.2 The background papers are located at River Park House, 225 High Road, Wood
Green, London N22 8HQ.

7.3  To inspect them or to discuss this report further, please contact Ayshe Simsek
on 0208 489 2929.

Haringey
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Appendix 1

ANNUAL-Extraordinary COUNCIL MEETING

24 May 2018
31 January 2019

APPOINTMENT OF COMMITTEES ETC. FOR 2018/19

* Amendments are marked in Bold and strikethrough-
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Appendix 1
COMMITTEE & NO. OF MEMBERS SUBORDINATE BODIES
MEMBERSHIP
Alexandra Palace & 6 Members Alexandra Palace Consultative Committee
Park Board

Clir Stennett (Chair)

Clir Williams (Vice Chair)
Clir Carlin

Clir Dogan

Clir da Costa

Clir Hare

Proportional split:
4 Lab
2 Lib Dem

Plus:

3 non-voting Members
from Consultative
Committee.

1 Observer (Chair of
the APP Statutory
Advisory Cttee)

Members of the
Cabinet may not sit on
the Board in
accordance with the
advice of the Charity

Same membership as appointed to the
Board sits as members of Consultative
Committee

Plus up to 30 outside Representatives

Chair appointed by Consultative Committee
at first meeting

Alexandra Palace & Park Panel

3 Members of the Panel, proportional split:
2 Lab

1 Lib Dem

Alexandra Palace & Park Consultative
Forum
Chair to be Employee side in 2017/18 (TBC).

Commission. 4 Members of the Forum, proportional split:
3 Lab
1 Lib Dem
Plus 4 Trade Union Representatives
Corporate Committee 12 Members
Clir Diakides (Chair)
Clir Carlin (Vice Chair) Proportional split:
Clir B Blake 9 Lab
Clir Culverwell 3 Lib Dem
Clir Gunes
Clir Hakata

*Cllr Chandwani
*Clir Brabazon
Clir-Say

CllIr Stone

Cllr Barnes

ClIr Morris

ClIr Rossetti

Health & Well Being
Board

Leader of the Council

{Chair)

Cabinet Member for
Adults and Health
(Chair)

Non-voting reps:

LB Haringey:

Director of Adult &
Health Service

Director of Children’s
Services

Director of Public

Page 6 of 14
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Appendix 1

COMMITTEE &
MEMBERSHIP

NO. OF MEMBERS

SUBORDINATE BODIES

Cabinet Member for
Children, Education and
Families (nominated by
Leader of the Council)

Chair, Haringey Clinical
Commissioning Group
(Vice Chair)

Lay Member, Haringey
Clinical Commissioning
Group

Chair, Healthwatch
Haringey

Health

Haringey Clinical
Commissioning
Group:

Vice Chair

Chief Officer

Voluntary Sector Rep:
Bridge Renewal Trust
Chief Executive

Haringey Local
Safeguarding
Children Board
Chair

N.B. Any additional
persons appointed to
the HWB either by the
local authority or the
HWB will be on a non-
voting basis.

Overview and Scrutiny
Committee

Clir das Neves (Chair)
Clir Demir

Clir Gordon

Clir Jogee

Clir Connor (Vice Chair)

5 Members

Proportional split:
4 Lab
1 Lib Dem.

Plus co-opted
Education
representatives.

Scrutiny Review Panels

The Chair of each of the Scrutiny Review
Panels shall be a member of the OSC, to be
determined by the OSC at their first meeting.
The Mayor or Members of the Cabinet may
not be Members

The composition of each Scrutiny Review
Panel shall be between 3 and 7 members,
and be politically proportionate as far as
possible (including the Chair).

Each Scrutiny Review Panel shall be entitled
to appoint up to three non-voting co-optees.
If there is a Children and Young People’s
Scrutiny Review Panel, the membership shall
include the statutory education representatives of
OSC. The education representatives would also
attend the Overview and Scrutiny Committee
meetings where reports from a relevant Scrutiny
Review Panel are considered.

Combined Pensions
Committee and Board

6 Members and 4
voting co-opted

Clir White (Chair) members

ClIr Bevan (Vice-Chair) . .

~llr A Proportional split:
4 Lab

Vacant 2 Lib Dem

Cllr Moyeed '

ClIr Dennison Co-optees:

Clir Ross 2 employer
representatives, being 1
from LB Haringey and 1

Page 7 of 14
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Appendix 1

COMMITTEE &
MEMBERSHIP

NO. OF MEMBERS

SUBORDINATE BODIES

from other scheduled
and admitted employers

2 scheme member
representatives, being 1
active and 1 pensioner &
deferred members

Regulatory Committee
Clir Carroll (Chair)

ClIr Rice (Vice Chair)
Cllr Basu

ClIr Bevan
ClrJames*Clir B Blake
ClIr Mitchell

ClIr Peacock

Clir Say

ClIr Tabois

ClIr Williams

Clir Cawley-Harrison
CllIr Hinchcliffe

ClIr Ross

13 Members
Proportional split:
10 Lab

3 Lib Dem

N.B. The Membership of
the Licensing Sub-
Committees and
Planning Sub-Committee
will be appointed by the
Regulatory Committee at
its first meeting after
Annual Council.

Licensing Sub Committee — A
3 Members, proportional split:

2 Lab

1 Lib Dem

Licensing Sub Committee — B
3 Members, proportional split:

2 Lab

1 Lib Dem

Planning Sub-Committee

11 Members, proportional split:
8 Lab

3 Lib Dem

Staffing and
Remuneration
Committee

ClIr Davies (Chair)

ClIr Culverwell (Vice Chair)
Cllr Berryman

Clir Brabazon

Clir Dennison

In accordance with
Section 12 of the Local
Government Act 1989,
the Council’s interests
should not be
represented in
negotiations on council
employees’ terms and
conditions by Members
who are Local Authority
employees or Trade
Union employees or
officials either directly or

5 Members

Proportional split:
4 Lab
1 Lib Dem

Disciplinary and Dismissal Appeals
Panels

3 Members from the pool
2Lab &1LD

All Councillors will be eligible to sit on these
Panels, subject to having undertaken the
necessary training

Pool of Chairs (Labour)
Clir Amin

Cllr Adamou

Clir Brabazon

Clir Jogee

ClIr Rice

Labour Group
Clir Adje

Cllr Ahmet
Clir Basu

Cllr Berryman
Cllr Bevan
Clir Bull

CllIr Diakides
ClIr Mitchell
Cllr Opoku
Cllr Peacock
CllIr Stennett

Lib Dem Group

Page 8 of 14
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Appendix 1

COMMITTEE &
MEMBERSHIP

NO. OF MEMBERS

SUBORDINATE BODIES

indirectly. If as a result
the relevant Cabinet
Member is ineligible, a
substitute Member of the
Cabinet should be
appointed.

Clir Hare
Clir Morris

Standards Committee
Cllr Opoku (Chair)
Clir-Amin

*Cllr Tabois

Clir Bull

ClIr Chiriyankandath
Cllr Cawley-Harrison

5 Members

Proportional split:
4 Lab
1 Lib Dem

Standards Assessment Sub-Committee

Standards Hearing Sub-Committee

Page 9 of 14
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Appendix 2

CABINET MEMBERS from 2019

Position Responsibilities

Brexit Preparedness

Communications

Corporate Governance

Corporate Policy and Strategy

Council Performance

External Partnerships

Growth and Inward Investment

Leader of the Council London Plan & NPPF Consultation

Clir Joseph Ejiofor Planning Enforcement

Planning Policy and Delivery

S106 / CIL policy

Strategic Transport

Broadwater Farm & Northumberland
Park Resident Engagement

Building Regulations

Hackitt Review

Health and Safety issues related to
housing stock

Homelessness and Rough Sleeping

Deputy Leader of the Council | Housing Investment Programme
and Cabinet Member for

Housing Housing Strategy and Development
and Estate Renewal

Landlord Licensing and
Enforcement

Partnerships with Homes for Haringey
and Social Landlords

Cllr Emina Ibrahim

Private Rented Sector Engagement
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.\

/2%
'
l i“
Cabinet Member for
Adults and Health

Clir Sarah James

Adult Social Care

Chair - Health and Wellbeing
Board

Health Devolution Pilots

Mental Health and Wellbeing

Public Health

Safeguarding Adults

Services For Adults with
Disabilities and Additional Needs

Cabinet Member for Children,
Education and Families

Clir Elin Weston

Adoption and Fostering

Early Years and Childcare

Looked After Children and Care
Leavers

Safeguarding Children

Schools and Education

Services For Children with
Disabilities and Additional Needs

16-19 Education

Cabinet Member for
Civic Services

Clir Kaushika Amin

Culture (including Bruce Castle)

Customer Services

Customer Transformation
Programme

Fairness Commission

Libraries

Leisure

Rollout of Support for Universal
Credit
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Cabinet Member for
Communities, Safety and
Engagement

Clir Mark Blake

Chair — Community Safety
Partnership

Combatting Youth Offending and
Re-Offending

Community Buildings

Community Safety

Engagement with the Police

Equalities — Oversight (including
Black History Month)

Prevent Programme

Tackling Anti-Social behaviour

Voluntary Sector

Youth Services

.(*‘
§
!

Cabinet Member for
Corporate Services and
Insourcing

Cllr Noah Tucker

Corporate Programmes

Corporate Property including
Commercial Portfolio

Council HR and Staff Wellbeing

Emergency Planning

Insourcing Policy and Delivery

Shared Digital

Shared Service Centre

Cabinet Member for Environment

Cllr Kirsten Hearn

Air Quality

Carbon Management and Zero 50

Highways

Parking

Parks and Open Spaces

Recycling Waste and Street
Cleaning

Sustainability

Transport Strategy Action Plan
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Budget and MTFS

Capital Strategy

Commercial Partnerships

Council Finances

Cabinet Member for Finance Council Tax Reform Agenda

ClIr Patrick Berryman Procurement

Accommodation Strategy

Adult Learning and Skills

Business Engagement

Social and Economic Regeneration

Strategic Regeneration (Borough
wide oversight)
Tackling Unemployment and

Cabinet Member for Worklessness
Strategic Regeneration Tottenham AAP (including High
Road West)
Clir Charles Adje Town Centre Management

(including High Streets)
Wood Green AAP

Cross portfolio responsibility for
policy impact on women and
legislatively defined groups
Gender Equality Month (Inaugural
March 2019)
Promoting consultation
engagement with women from all
Deputy Cabinet Member for nations

Women and Equalities

Violence Against Women & Girls
(VAWG) strategy

Cllr Makbule Gunes
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Appendix 3 — Changes to Outside bodies

London Councils, Grants Committee 1 voting member, up to 4 named

[Association body] deputies

Clir M Blake Lab

ClirBrabazen-Clir Amin Lab Deput 21 May 2019

Clir Adje Lab puty

London Councils, Leaders’ Committee One voting member (Leader) and up
to 2 Cabinet members

Clir Ejiofor Lab

Clir Ibrahim Lab Deput 21 May 2019

Clir-Ahmet—Clir Adje Lab puty

Jacksons Lane, Management Committee 2 reps attend each meeting, 1 from

Community Body each party

Jean Brown Lab

ClirJegee-Clir Culverwell Lab

Cllr Barnes LD 21 May 2019

Clir Dennison LD
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Report for: Full Council = 31 January 2019

Title: Pre-Submission Consultation on the North London Waste Plan.

Report

authorised by : Helen Fisher, Interim Director for Housing Planning and
Regeneration

Lead Officer: Matthew Patterson, matthew.patterson@haringey.gov.uk

Ward(s) affected: All

Report for Key/
Non Key Decision: Key

1. Describe the issue under consideration

1.1 The seven North London Boroughs of Barnet, Camden, Enfield, Hackney,
Haringey, Islington and Waltham Forest (“the North London Boroughs”) are
working together to produce the North London Waste Plan (‘NLWP’). The
NLWP will cover the period 2017 to 2035 and, once adopted, it will form part of
the statutory Development Plan for these areas.

1.2 The purpose of the NLWP is firstly to ensure there will be adequate provision of
suitable land to accommodate waste management facilities of the right type, in
the right place and at the right time up to 2035 to manage waste generated in
North London; and secondly to provide policies against which planning
applications for waste development will be assessed, alongside other relevant
planning policies/guidance.

2 Cabinet Member Introduction

2.1 Every local authority has a statutory duty to have a plan that makes them self-
sufficient in waste disposal. Haringey Council has decided to achieve this through
a partnership with its 6 neighbouring boroughs.

2.2 We are again at an important stage in the production of the North London Waste
Plan (NLWP) — Pre-submission publication. Since consultation on the Preferred
Option draft was undertaken, borough officers and members from all seven
authorities have been working collaboratively to resolve the complexities of
planning for the management of north London’s waste alongside meeting our
pressing need for additional housing and the regeneration of redundant or
surplus industrial land.

2.3 The revised NLWP has properly engaged the county authorities that currently
receive some of north London’s waste, fulfilling the Duty to Cooperate. It
identifies sufficient designated employment areas suitable for the future provision
of the waste faciliies we need to manage the waste we generate in north
London. The areas selected are the result of robust assessment and an
acknowledgement that new facilities should not be concentrated in only one or
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two boroughs. It also safeguards all existing waste facilities, ensuring that these
continue to contribute towards managing north London’s waste arisings.

Waste and recycling are issues that can raise passions. People are rarely keen
to have their own waste processed or incinerated on their own doorsteps. This
Council, along with our neighbouring boroughs, have to take a big picture view of
how best to manage and dispose of the waste of just over 2 million Londoners.

This administration is comfortable that we are proposing a balanced plan, that
takes on board conflicting agendas and priorities. As a result, the North London
Waste Plan is a justified and robust waste policy document that Haringey Council
should welcome and endorse.

Regulatory Committee and Cabinet Considerations

At the meeting of the Regulatory Committee on 18" October, a number of
guestions were raised by Councillors, many relating to concerns raised by way of
deputation by the Pinkham Way Alliance regarding the inclusion of the Former
Friern Barnet Sewage Works in the Plan. In response to these Officers clarified
that a small part of this site is within Flood Zone 2, the majority was in Flood
Zone 1. It was noted that the North London Waste Authority had not put forward
any proposals regarding the type of facility that could be provided on this site at
this time, and that if a site were to be delivered in Haringey, there would be an
increase in employment, and of business rates paid to the Council. The Council
would also look to secure a proportion of employment in the building and
operation of the site for local people. On any site where removal of trees was
proposed, they would be replanted elsewhere. The Council would always look to
secure appropriate mitigation and improve biodiversity where possible.

After discussing the Plan, Councillor Ross proposed that the Regulatory
Committee put to the Cabinet that Pinkham Way be removed from the list of
identified sites. Councillor Cawley-Harrison seconded the proposal. The Chair
moved a vote, and 6 members voted in favour of the recommendation and 5
against, it was therefore resolved that the report be recommended for
consideration at Cabinet, with the request from the Regulatory Committee that
Pinkham Way be removed from the list of identified sites. Paragraphs 6.33-6.42
of this report outlines Officers’ comments and advice in regard to this request.

At its meeting on 22 January 2019, Cabinet considered the North London Waste
Plan following a deputation from the Pinkham Way Alliance. Having considered
the deputation and the questions from Cllr Da Costa, Cabinet recommended that
the North London Waste Plan be forwarded on to Full Council for approval and it
did not accept the Regulatory Committee’s recommendation.

Recommendations

Haringey
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4.1 Full Council is asked to:

i) approve the draft NLWP (set out in Annex 1) for publication,
consultation and subsequent submission to the Secretary of State as
being ready for examination; and

i) Agree that the Director of Housing Regeneration and Planning in
consultation when appropriate with the Cabinet Member responsible for
Planning, and in conjunction with the other north London boroughs, are
authorised to submit appropriate changes to the NLWP in the run up to,
and during, the public examination into the document, in response to
objectors' submissions, requests from the Planning Inspector and any
emerging evidence, guidance or legal advice.

5 Reasons for decision

5.1 To enable the NLWP to progress to adoption, and to ensure the North London
Boroughs have an adopted plan to manage waste arising in the area and to deal
with planning applications for waste facilities.

6 Background

6.1 In July 2015 Haringey council agreed that the draft NLWP should be published
for consultation.

6.2 The draft NLWP (“the Draft Plan”) consultation under Regulation 18 (preparation
of local plan) of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)(England)
Regulations 2012 took place over a nine week period during 30" July 2015 to
30" September 2015. The Draft Plan provided the first opportunity for
stakeholders to make comments on the strategy for future waste management in
North London, potential locations for new facilities across the area, and policies.

6.3 A total of 6,707 individuals were notified of the Draft Plan consultation and over
5,050 organisations and public bodies were notified. Notifications were sent to a
total of 7,577 addresses to properties within a 150m radius of those sites and
areas not designated as Strategic Industrial Land (SIL) or Locally Significant
Industrial Sites (LSIS) in borough Local Plans.

6.4 Six public consultation days were held during the period 2" September to 11"
September 2015. Events took place in each North London Borough, with the
exception of Camden and Islington for which a combined event was held in
Camden. An additional meeting was held in Hackney about the Theydon Road
area. Information about these events was included in the letter/email sent to
individuals and organisations. Each consultation day included an afternoon
workshop session which people were asked to register for in advance and an
informal drop-in session in the evening.

6.5 A total of 213 representations were received. Additionally a petition with 1,067
signatures from the Pinkham Way Alliance was submitted objecting to the
inclusion of the former Friern Barnet Sewage Works (Pinkham Way) site. An
interim report on the draft NLWP consultation was published on the NLWP

website.
Haringey
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Results of consultation

6.6 There was general support for the draft aim, objectives and spatial strategy of the
plan. Some textual changes were suggested including a stronger commitment to
achieving net self-sufficiency.

6.7 The preferred approach for the Plan including maximised recycling and net self-
sufficiency in a number of waste streams was on the whole supported by those in
the field of waste planning. More information on the management and export for
each type of waste was requested, particularly Construction, Demolition &
Excavation waste and hazardous waste. It was also suggested that this section
include more information about how the NLWP is reducing exports to landfill.

6.8 Around 70% (148) of the comments received were objections to sites and areas.
The methodology for identifying new sites and areas was broadly supported.
However a number of proposed sites and areas which have been assessed as
potentially suitable for waste uses through the NLWP assessment criteria were
not considered suitable by local residents and community groups. The main
issues raised by residents related to the potential negative impacts of a waste
facility in the local area, including traffic/congestion, suitability of roads and
access, effect on biodiversity, flood risk, proximity to sensitive receptors and
residential areas, concern over noise, smell, pollution, vermin etc. A number of
objections by landowners and tenants were also received. One such site was the
Pinkham Way site in Haringey which included a petition against the sites
inclusion as mentioned above.

6.9 There was broad support for the policy setting assessment criteria for waste
management facilities although a number of changes were suggested to
strengthen requirements or for clarification. Competing views were received from
residents who want strict controls on development alongside ambitious
objectives, and the waste industry who consider some of the requirements in the
policy too onerous.

6.10 There was strong support for the policy safeguarding existing sites. It was
suggested that this policy could include expansions to existing facilities. There
was general support for improving coverage of Re-use & Recycling Centres
across North London with some suggestions about how the policy could be
improved. New policies were suggested about incorporating recycling facilities in
new development, waste water and landfill/landraising.

How has the Draft Plan been changed?

6.11 The Boroughs have taken into account the consultation representations and the
result of the further work in drawing up the proposed submission version of the
plan. There was a delay in between Regulation 18 (preparation of a local plan)
and Regulation 19 (publication of a local plan before submission to the Secretary
of State) under the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)(England)
Regulations 2012 because of a pause in the work of bringing the plan forward
following some concerns raised principally by Enfield Council.
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6.12 In deciding which sites and areas to take forward, the North London Boroughs
took into account a number of factors including national and regional policy, the
aims of the NLWP and consultation responses on the Draft Plan. Further work
was undertaken to gather and assess any additional information on the proposed
sites and areas received during the consultation or as a result of new data being
published, for example sites and areas affected by Crossrail 2, groundwater,
historic assets and proximity of sensitive receptors. In addition borough transport
officers have undertaken broad brush highways assessments of the sites and
areas. The selection of new sites and areas has been based on using a number
of criteria to assess them and categorising them in order of their suitability.

6.13 The revised approach to new sites is to focus on existing, well-established
industrial land, and areas which performed well against the assessment criteria,
while achieving a better geographical spread. Details of the site appraisals are
appended to this report. Research into recent new waste developments and their
site area and throughput has found evidence of greater throughput on smaller
site areas. This research has helped to reduce the need for new land in North
London. It has been possible to reduce the number of new sites/areas identified
in the Draft Plan, while maintaining flexibility and maximising the opportunities for
waste to be managed as near to its source as possible. The list of new areas set
out below is put forward for inclusion in the proposed submission NLWP because
it includes the most suitable land with the best geographic spread.

6.14 The policies of the plan have been amended in line with the revised approach of
the plan. Policy 1, which deals with existing waste sites states that if a waste site
is redeveloped, the re-provision of the facility will be required in line with the
spatial principle of the NLWP to get a better distribution of waste sites. Policy 3,
which deals with windfall sites, introduces a sequential test whereby developers
must demonstrate that no existing sites, or sites in the identified areas of search
are available or suitable before being able to develop on a site not identified in
the plan. Any development on a windfall site needs to take into account future
development opportunities such as those in Opportunity Areas or as the result of
Crossrail 2, West Anglia Mainline and four tracking. In policy 5, which deals with
assessment criteria for waste developments, there has been a strengthening of
amenity considerations around compatibility with neighbouring uses and there is
more detail on cumulative impacts of waste development and effect on
regeneration. The provision of jobs and training is also highlighted.

6.15 Further work has been done to estimate how much and what type of waste is
likely to be exported to each waste planning authority area from North London
during the plan period. This is to give greater certainty to the waste planning
authorities who have been taking in waste from North London. The boroughs
have been engaging with these authorities under the duty to cooperate and
identifying if there are any barriers to these movements continuing. This has
been done through inter-regional meetings and direct correspondence.

The revised policy context
6.16 The boroughs have undertaken further work to ensure that the proposed

submission plan takes account of changes to the London Plan and to the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and is based on the most up to date

evidence.
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6.17 The boroughs have taken the time to consider the implications for waste planning
of the development proposals in the NLWP area. Transport initiatives such as
West Anglia Mainline, Four Tracking and Crossrail 2 run through the NLWP area
and are intended to lever in further development around stations. The GLA has
declared Opportunity Areas and Housing Zones, which have implications for
existing and future waste management facilities. The draft London Plan
introduces new targets for boroughs for managing waste and for housing.

6.18 In response, the boroughs have looked at widening the range of new land
identified and achieving a better geographical spread across the boroughs,
introducing a sequential approach to new waste management development and
looking at opportunities for co-location in areas where other development is
expected. The boroughs have undertaken a revised NLWP Data study to ensure
the latest data is used and taking into account the revised apportionment of
waste in the draft London Plan.

What is in the Draft Plan?

6.19 The chosen approach to future waste management in North London is to reduce
waste exports by identifying land for facilities to manage the equivalent of all
Local Authority Collected Waste (LACW), Commercial and Industrial (C&l),
Construction and Demolition waste (C&D), including hazardous waste, generated
in North London, while recognising that some imports and exports will continue
(net self-sufficiency). The NLWP plans to move waste up the waste hierarchy by
diverting as much waste as possible away from disposal to landfill by identifying
land suitable for recycling and recovery facilities.

Existing sites

6.20 The plan builds on the waste management capacity of existing waste sites.
Existing waste sites are safeguarded for waste use in the London Plan and also
through the NLWP. A change to the plan since consultation is that appropriate
expansion or intensification of existing waste sites is encouraged. EXxisting sites
in each borough are listed in appendix 1 of the plan

Spatial principles
6.21 The NLWP is underpinned by the following spatial principles:

A. Make use of existing sites

B. Seek a geographical spread of waste sites across North London,
consistent with the principles of sustainable development
Encourage co-location of facilities and complementary activities
Provide opportunities for decentralised heat and energy networks
Protect local amenity
Support sustainable modes of transport

nmoo

Targets
6.22 The recycling and recovery targets built into the NLWP are as follows:
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Waste stream Target 2016
baseline
Local Authority 50% recycling for LACW by 2020 32%

Collected Waste

Commercial and 70% recycling by 2020, 75% recycling by 2031 | 44%

Industrial with 15% energy recovery from 2020

Construction and 95% recycling by 2020 73%
Demolition Waste

Biodegradable or | Zero biodegradable or recyclable waste to Not known

recyclable waste landfill by 2026

Capacity gap

6.23 There is not enough capacity in North London to deal with the amount of waste
projected. The capacity gap is identified by looking at the amount of different
waste streams projected to need management at five yearly intervals and taking
away the capacity that will exist at time for that waste stream. Based on
assumptions regarding growth, achievement of recycling levels, net self-
sufficiency in three waste streams in the Draft Plan, and the average size of
facilities, the land take requirements for meeting net self-sufficiency for LACW,
C&l and C&D is set out in the table below, with requirements for meeting London
Plan apportionment set out in brackets:

Facility Type Hectares
2018 2025 | 2030 | 2035 | Total

Recovery (C&I/LACW) 1(1) 1(1)
Recycling (C&l) 1(2) 1(1) 1 3(2)
Recycling (C&D) 0 0 2 0 2
Recycling (Hazardous) 2 2
Treatment HIC, CDE 1 1
TOTAL land required in North 5(2) 1(1) |20 |1(0) 9 (3)
London

6.24 Most Local Authority Collected Waste is managed at the Edmonton EcoPark
facility. The existing Edmonton facility will be replaced in 2025. The North
London Waste Authority (NLWA) has received a Development Consent Order for
a new Energy Recovery Facility with capacity of around 700,000 tonnes per
annum to deal with all the residual waste under the control of the Authority from
2025 until at least 2050.

6.25 To meet higher recycling targets, there is a need for additional capacity for
recycling for both LACW and C&l waste streams throughout the plan period. As
many existing facilities can manage both waste streams, the need for recycling is
combined.

6.26 The NLWP will identify sufficient land to manage the equivalent of all
Construction and Demolition (C&D) waste arising in North London by 2035, while
acknowledging that some exports will continue, particularly for Excavation waste.
A total of 5 hectares of land will be required to facilitate this provision.
Opportunities to re-use CD&E waste locally will be supported.
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6.27 Another part of the capacity gap relates to hazardous waste. All the waste

streams include some hazardous waste. Hazardous waste is managed in
specialist facilities which have and depend on wide catchment areas for their
economic feasibility. North London has a limited number of such facilities, mainly
metal recycling and end of life vehicles, although other facilities are permitted and
carry out management of hazardous waste as part of their regular operation.
There remain gaps in provision. The areas identified in this plan have been
assessed for their potential suitability for such facilities.

6.28 The North London Boroughs have estimated and consulted on future exports to

landfill for each of the main recipients of North London’s waste. A number of
facilities in receipt of the Boroughs’ waste sent for landfill are due to close during
the NLWP plan period. The amount of waste affected by these closures has
been identified. The Boroughs have established that there are both alternative
sites and adequate void space in London, South East and East of England to
take North London’s estimated waste exports between 2017 and 2035.

New areas suitable for waste management
6.29 The NLWP no longer proposes any sites but identifies areas of search to meet

future waste needs. The one site identified in the draft NLWP is a replacement
site for the NLWA'’s facility in Hendon and is expected to receive planning
permission shortly.

6.30 While a 'site’ is an individual plot of land that will be safeguarded for waste use,

an ‘'area’ comprises a number of individual plots of land, for example, an
industrial estate or employment area that is in principle suitable for waste use but
where land is not specifically safeguarded for waste. The NLWP identifies a
number of areas of search in which sites should become available within the plan
period. It is considered that this amount of new land is sufficient to achieve a
sound plan. The areas of search are not safeguarded and boroughs are not
prevented from giving permission to non-waste uses in these areas. The area
approach is more flexible for boroughs and developers. No areas of search are
identified in Camden or Islington but waste development could still take place
there under the windfall policy.

6.31 The following areas are identified:

Area Name ?f:(;i Borough
Oakleigh Road 0.99 | Barnet
Brunswick Industrial Park 3.9 | Barnet
Mill Hill Industrial Estate 0.9 | Barnet
Connaught Business Centre 0.9 | Barnet
Eley’s Estate 26.9 | Enfield
Millfields LSIS 1.48 | Hackney
Brantwood Road 16.9 | Haringey
North East Tottenham 15.3 | Haringey
Friern Barnet Sewage Works/ Pinkham Way 5.9 | Haringey
Argall Avenue 26.41 | Waltham Forest
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6.32 An additional three areas are identified within the area of the London Legacy
Development Corporation (LLDC) because they are the planning authority for
small parts of Hackney and Waltham Forest. The boroughs cannot make
planning allocations in their area but under the Memorandum of Understanding
(MoU) that the boroughs have agreed with the LLDC, three areas have been
identified as potentially suitable for waste use.

Area Name ?r:(;? Borough
Bartrip Street 0.6 | Hackney
Chapman Road (Palace Close) | 0.33 | Hackney
Temple Mill Lane 2.1 | Waltham Forest

Friern Barnet Sewaqge Works/ Pinkham Way

6.33 It is mostly owned by the North London Waste Authority (“NLWA”). The site has a
dual designation in the local plan as local employment land, recognising its
former use as a sewage works and then landfill site, and as a Site of Importance
for Nature Conservation (SINC), resulting from inactivity on the site over the past
20+ years. PW is also proposed to be designated as a site for waste planning
purposes in the NLWP. The PWA have long campaigned against designation for
potential waste management development of PW.

6.34 The Pinkham Way Alliance object to the site being allocated for potential waste
use as they believe the site should not be classified as brownfield land /
previously developed land, and that the employment designation is not justified.
They assert the site should be classified as open space. The Regulatory
Committee recommended to Cabinet that it considered the Draft Plan with the
request that Pinkham Way be removed from the list of identified sites. However,
Cabinet decided not to accept the Regulatory Committee’s recommendation for
the following reasons and Full Council is therefore asked to approve the Draft
Plan for consultation as appended to this report.

6.35 The site, whether or not considered brownfield land, is underused land in the
urban area identified in the development plan as being an employment area. Its
only protective designation is as a SINC and the implications of this for waste
management use have been taken fully into account in the site selection process.

6.36 The Site is not designated as open space nor does it have any policy designation
protecting its open character. The Site lies outside the designated Metropolitan
Land. There is nothing to indicate that it has any function as an area for physical
recreation whether of a formal or informal nature as the site is fenced off,
contaminated and unsafe. This would tend to indicate that it is not “open space”
in the sense used in section 8 of the NPPF. The emphasis in paragraphs 96 and
97 of the National Planning Policy Framework is on accessible open space for
recreational purposes and this site is clearly not accessible.

6.37 The NLWP is not the place to seek to challenge the employment area
designation of the area. That is settled by the strategic policies and the SA DPD.
The only issue for the NLWP is whether the identification of the site for waste
management purposes is sound. Whilst the policy designation of the site is
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relevant, it has not been determinative in the selection of the site. The site is
under-used urban land of some local nature conservation value worthy of
designation as a SINC. Against this must be weighed the sub-regional need for
additional waste management facilities. It is therefore concluded that this site is
justified in being selected as an area of search where a waste facility could be
acceptable, subject to mitigating any impacts upon biodiversity.

6.38 The type of waste use that is acceptable on the Pinkham Way site is restricted to
recycling, composting and waste transfer as set out in table 11 of policy 2 of the
Draft Plan (page 67). Use as an incinerator or is specifically ruled out.

6.39 The North London Waste Authority has indicated that it does not have any
current plans for the Pinkham Way site however the need for the identification of
areas for waste management uses is set out in the draft NLWP and the Pinkham
Way site is still required. In particular, it may be required to manage north
London’s waste needs, later in the period covered by the North London Waste
Plan. Any proposal would be smaller than previous proposed developments on
the site. Whilst the whole of the Pinkham Way site is included in the area of
search any planning application would need to be of a scale that protects the
dual designation of the site as an employment area and as a SINC. There are a
number of strong assessment criteria in NLWP policy 5 to enable the local
planning authority to ensure that any waste development is well designed and its
impacts are minimised.

6.40 It is considered appropriate for the Pinkham Way site to remain within the waste
plan. The area has been assessed as suitable for waste management use
provided that this is undertaken sensitively. It is needed as to ensure that
adequate provision will be made to meet the need for waste management
facilities and, therefore there is no justification for its removal from the plan.

6.41 It is a requirement under the NPPF and London Plan for boroughs to plan for
waste management uses, not to produce a plan is not an option. If the Pinkham
Way site was removed, all authorities would have to consider how to proceed. An
alternative site would need to be found and it is considered that there is no
alternative site. If Haringey were to withdraw from the joint plan it would need to
produce its own plan and Officers consider that there are no alternative sites to
put forward. Any plan that is progressed by Haringey alone would contain the
same sites as currently proposed.

6.42 For the reasons set out in paragraphs 6.33 to 6.41 above, the plan has not been
amended in line with Regulatory Committee’s request.

6.43 On 11 December 2018 the Council received a letter of complaint from the PWA,
which was copied to the Cabinet Members. A copy of the Council's response to
the issues raised by the PWA in their letter of complaint is appended to this
report at Appendix 5.
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Policies
6.44 There are eight development management policies which cover the following
areas:

1 Existing waste management sites

2 Locations for new waste management facilities

3 Windfall sites

4 Re-use and Recycling Centres

5 Assessment criteria for waste management facilities and related development
6 Energy recovery and decentralised energy

7 Waste water treatment works and sewage plant

8 Control of inert waste

Timetable

6.45 The NLWP is going to boroughs for formal approval between October and
December 2018. Consultation on the proposed submission version will begin in
January 2019 with submission to the Secretary of State in the summer 2019.
Hearings in the autumn 2019 and adoption in 2020. If any of the Borough’s do
not approve the NLWP this timetable will have to be revised.

7  Alternative options considered

7.1 The Council could decide not to progress with the North London Plan. However
as a Waste Authority the Council would still be obliged to produce a Waste Local
Plan. This is a requirement stemming from Article 28 of the European Union (EU)
Waste Framework Directive which states that all member states must prepare a
Waste Management Plan. The National Waste Management Plan for England,
supported by the National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW), identify that the
National Waste Management Plan will be supported by each WPA’s Waste Local
Plan and as such it is a statutory requirement to prepare this document.

7.2 Any Waste Plan must be prepared in line with the requirements of the Planning
and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the Waste (England and Wales)
Regulations 2011 and the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012. Given the advanced stage of preparation of the
NLWP, which has been a robust and sound process, and the delay in putting in
place up to date waste management policies, a decision not to proceed with the
NLWP would result in  the Council needing to commence a Haringey only Waste
Local Plan. This option has been rejected by officers as not being a reasonable
alternative.

8 Contribution to strategic outcomes

8.1 Waste planning can accord with the delivery of the majority of corporate
objectives, as it will help the Council to manage waste in line with objectives to
reduce, reuse and recycle which contribute to a cleaner, greener Borough, and to
drive growth and employment through directing new waste facilities to
appropriate employment locations. It assists in the delivery of priority 3 of the
Corporate Plan: A Clean, well maintained and safe borough where people are
proud to live and work.
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Statutory Officers comments (Chief Finance Officer (including
procurement), Assistant Director of Corporate Governance, Equalities)

Finance
The North London Boroughs Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) sets out the
cost of the North London Waste Plan, and how it is shared equally among the

seven boroughs who have all been involved in drawing up the budget.

The budget takes into account the cost of the consultants, the two members of
staff employed by Camden as the lead borough for the various consultations and

of the examination.

The estimated cost to each member borough is as shown in the table below:

2018/19 | 2019/20 | 2020/21
Consultant additional £54,185| £10,800
Consultant original £22,860 | £87,535
Programme £120,540 | £122,815 | £39,342
Management
Publicity £26,478 | £50,000 | £20,250
Legal £10,000 | £44,000| £5,000
Examination £135,000
Total £234,063 | £450,150 | £64,592
Per borough | £33,438  £64,307 | £9,227

There is no specific budget set for this in the current year, but the cost will be
paid from the consultancy budget, and compensated by additional planning
income which has been included in the current budget forecast.

A specific budget for this will need to be set in the subsequent years, this will be
paid for from planning income.

Procurement
There are no procurement implications.
Legal

The Assistant Director of Corporate Governance had reviewed and noted this
report.

The Council agreed a revised Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) about joint
working on the NLWP which has been agreed and signed by all the other
boroughs. The MoU sets out how the boroughs will cooperate to carry out the
work, it makes Camden the lead borough and deals with financial matters and
dispute resolution.
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8.10 Article 28 of the European Union (EU) Waste Framework Directive states that all
member states must prepare a Waste Management Plan. The National Waste
Management Plan for England, supported by the National Planning Policy for
Waste (NPPW), identify that the National Waste Management Plan will be
supported by each WPA’s Waste Local Plan and as such it is a statutory
requirement to prepare this document. The Waste (England and Wales)
Regulations 2011 sets out the necessary requirements for Waste Local Plans to
comply with Article 28.

8.11 The North London Boroughs will be consulting on the proposed submission
NLWP under Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 (as amended). Those who make representations
on the NWLP objecting to its proposals will be entitled to be heard at the
independent examination held by an inspector appointed by the Secretary of
State. The purpose of the independent examination is to determine whether the
NLWP meets all the relevant legal requirements including the Duty to Cooperate
and is sound. The North London Boroughs can ask the Inspector to recommend
such modifications to the NLWP as are necessary to render it sound in the event
that it is found to be unsound.

8.12 As a development plan document full Council has the responsibility for approving
the Draft Plan prior to submission to the Secretary of State for the public
examination.  Following public examination, the Draft Plan must then be
approved by Full Council before adoption.

Equality

8.13 The Council has a Public Sector Equality Duty under the Equality Act 2010 to
have due regard to the need to:

e Eliminate discrimination, harassment and victimisation and any other conduct
prohibited under the Act

e Advance equality of opportunity between people who share those protected
characteristics and people who do not

e Foster good relations between people who share those characteristics and
people who do not.

8.14 The three parts of the duty applies to the following protected characteristics: age,
disability, gender reassignment, pregnancy/maternity, race, religion/faith, sex and
sexual orientation. Marriage and civil partnership status applies to the first part of
the duty.

8.15 An Equality Impact Assessment has been carried out on the NLWP and is
publically available at www.nlwp.net

9 Use of Appendices
-Appendix 1: North London Waste Plan Pre-Submission Document
-Appendix 2: Sustainability Appraisal and Appendices
-Appendix 3: Site Assessment Sheets for Haringey Sites
-Appendix 4: Equalities Impact Assessment
-Appendix 5: Response to the PWA

Haringey


http://www.nlwp.net/

10

Page 30

-Appendix 6: Responses to Regulation 18 Consultation
The full evidence base is published at:

http://www.nlwp.net/document-centre/

Local Government (Access to Information) Act 1985
None

Harin
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1. Introduction and Background
What is the North London Waste Plan?

1.1. The seven North London Boroughs of Barnet, Camden, Enfield, Hackney, Haringey,
Islington and Waltham Forest are working together to produce the North London
Waste Plan (the ‘NLWP’). The NLWP also covers part of the area of the London
Legacy Development Corporation (LLDC), a Mayoral Development Corporation,
which is the planning authority for a small part of Hackney and Waltham Forest™.
Figure 1 shows the North London Waste Plan area.

1.2.  The NLWP has two main purposes:

e to ensure there will be adequate provision of suitable land to
accommodate waste management facilities of the right type, in the right
place and at the right time up to 2035 to manage waste generated in
North London; and

e to provide policies against which planning applications for waste
development will be assessed, alongside other relevant planning
policies/guidance.

1.3.  The key elements of the NLWP are:

The Aim and Objectives: These are overarching principles which have steered the
development of the NLWP.

The Spatial Framework: This sets out the physical and planning components that
influence the Plan and identifies opportunities and constraints for waste planning in
North London.

The Provision for North London’s Waste to 2035: This sets out the preferred option
for how the waste management needs for North London will be met for each waste
stream over the Plan period.

The Policies: These are policies through which the aims and objectives, waste
management strategy and Spatial Framework will be delivered. The policies provide
the waste planning framework against which applications for waste development
will be assessed across the Plan area.

! The relationship of the NLWP to the LLDC is discussed further in para 1.15 below
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Figure 1: North London Plan Area
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The NLWP plans for all principal waste streams including:

e Local Authority Collected Waste (LACW): Waste collected by a Local Authority,
including household and trade waste;

e Commercial and Industrial (C&I): Waste produced by businesses and industry;

e Construction, Demolition & Excavation (CD&E): Waste generated as a result of
delivering infrastructure projects, building, renovation and the maintenance of
structures;

e Hazardous: A sub category of all waste streams where the material produced is
hazardous and requires specialist treatment;

e Agricultural waste: Waste produced by farming and forestry activity;

e Waste Water / Sewage Sludge: Waste produced from washing, cleaning and
hygienic activities to create waste water and sewage effluents; and

e Low level radioactive waste (LLW): Waste associated with the undertaking of x-
rays and laboratory testing using low level radioactive substances.

How does the North London Waste Plan fit with other plans and strategies?

The seven North London Boroughs, as Waste Planning Authorities (WPA) are
required to prepare a Waste Local Plan. This requirement comes from Article 28 of
the European Union (EU) Waste Framework Directive, the National Waste
Management Plan for England and the National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW).

The NLWP is prepared in line with the requirements of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004, the Waste (England and Wales) Regulations 2011 and the Town
and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, The National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and supporting Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)
direct how Local Plans should be prepared and the National Planning Policy for
Waste (NPPW) provides detailed requirements specific to waste plan preparation
and content.

Once adopted, the NLWP will form part of the ‘Development Plan’ for each of the
North London Boroughs which comprises the London Plan? and borough Local Plans
(see Figure 2). The NLWP must be in general conformity with the London Plan and
consistent with other documents in borough Local Plans. The NLWP should be read
alongside other relevant policies within the wider Development Plan. The Mayor
published a draft London Plan for consultation in December 2017. The Examination
in public is expected to begin in January 2019 with adoption scheduled for 2020. The
London Plan sets the strategic framework for the NLWP

2 At time of writing this is The London Plan March 2016
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The London Plan projects how much LACW and C&lI waste is likely to be generated in
the capital over the next 20 years and apportions an amount of these two waste
streams to each borough. The North London Boroughs have pooled their
apportionments and will meet this collectively through existing sites and land
allocated in the NLWP.

Each of the seven boroughs has a strategic waste policy as part of their Local Plan.
The boroughs’ strategic waste policies defer to the NLWP to provide a more detailed
planning framework for waste development across the seven boroughs. Each
borough’s Local Plan may also include site allocation documents, development
management policies and area action plans, as well as supplementary planning
documents.

Figure 2: Documents making up the Development Plan for North London Boroughs
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In addition to the national and regional planning policies, there are also waste
strategies which impact on the development of the NLWP. The Mayor’s London
Environment Strategy (2018) contains recycling targets for Local Authority Collected
Waste (LACW) and Commercial & Industrial (C&I) waste which inform policies within
the London Plan.

The North London Waste Authority’s (NLWA) has produced the Joint Municipal
Waste Management Strategy (JMWMS) (2009). The NLWA, as the Waste Disposal
Authority for the NLWP area, is a key stakeholder. The NLWA is responsible for
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managing the waste collected by the North London boroughs, in particular
household waste but also waste deposited at Reuse and Recycling Centres and some
waste that the boroughs collect from local businesses; collectively this is known as
Local Authority Collected Waste (LACW). The NLWP is required to ensure there is
adequate provision for the disposal and recovery of this waste stream.

Figure 3: Hierarchy of Planning Guidance Policies and Strategies
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1.12. Once adopted the NLWP will form part of the overarching planning framework used

for the determination of planning applications relating to proposed or existing waste

facilities in North London. These applications will be submitted to the Boroughs in
which the facility is located. Developers will need to consider the documents

highlighted in Figure 3 in making a planning application related to an existing or

proposed waste facility:

e National planning policy and guidance;

e The London Plan and Supplementary Planning Guidance;

e The North London Waste Plan;
e Borough Local Plan documents
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What is involved in preparing the North London Waste Plan?

As mentioned above, the NLWP must be prepared in line with European, national,
regional and local policies and guidance. Before the NLWP can be adopted by each of
the Boroughs it must be examined by an independent Inspector. The Inspector will
determine whether the Plan has been prepared in accordance with the duty to co-
operate, legal and procedural requirements and whether it is ‘sound’.

The duty to co-operate, introduced by the Localism Act 2011, and requires local
planning authorities and other public bodies to engage constructively, actively and
on an ongoing basis to develop strategic policies. Meeting the requirements of the
duty to co-operate is a key part of the plan making process for the NLWP and the
North London Boroughs are working closely with other waste planning authorities
that are critical for the delivery of an effective waste strategy for North London, in
addition to prescribed public bodies such as the Environment Agency and the Mayor.

As previously highlighted, the North London Boroughs are working closely with the
London Legacy Development Corporation (LLDC). The LLDC is a Mayoral
Development Corporation with responsibility for securing the regeneration of an
area of London focused on the former Olympic Park. The LLDC is the local planning
authority, which includes waste planning, for small parts of Hackney and Waltham
Forest (and other boroughs not part of the NLWP group). However, while all the
Boroughs have an apportionment of waste from the Mayor under the London Plan
for which they must plan and find land, the LLDC is not allocated a share of the
borough apportionment. The NLWP is required therefore to plan for the quantity of
waste generated across the seven boroughs including the parts of Hackney and
Waltham Forest that lie within the LLDC area. In carrying out their responsibilities
under the NPPW, the North London Boroughs are engaging with other planning
authorities outside London which import waste from North London including the
LLDC area. The NLWP cannot directly allocate sites/areas within the LLDC area as
this is the responsibility of the LLDC as the local planning authority.

An agreement for the working relationship between the North London Boroughs and
the LLDC has been drawn up. This agreement, or Memorandum of Understanding,
identifies the Sites and Areas suitable for waste within the Hackney and Waltham
Forest parts of the LLDC area. The LLDC'’s Local Plan also identifies sites and areas
that are potentially suitable for waste related uses. For waste development
proposals in the parts of Hackney and Waltham Forest which fall within the LLDC
area, the LLDC Local Plan policies will apply. Policy IN2 of the LLDC Local Plan
requires planning decisions to take full account of the policies within the adopted
waste plans of the Boroughs.
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Supporting Documents

1.17. The NLWP is accompanied by evidence base documents including a Data Study,
Options appraisal, Sites and Areas report and Duty to Co-operate report. There are
supporting assessments such as a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) (incorporating the
requirements of the SEA Directive), Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA), a
Sequential Test Report )and Equalities Impact Assessment (EqIA). These assessments
form a key element of the development of the Plan and help to ensure that the
social, environmental and economic impacts of the policies developed in the Plan are
assessed and taken into account in the decision making process. There are also
reports on the outcomes of all consultations on the NLWP. The supporting
documents can be viewed -on the NLWP website.

What stage is the NLWP at?

1.18. This is the Proposed Submission Plan (Regulation 19). It has been prepared following
consideration of responses received to the consultation on the draft NLWP
(Regulation 18) which took place from 30™ July to 30" September 2015. The
consultation provided an opportunity for stakeholders and communities to comment
on the Draft Plan and proposed policies. A report on the outcomes of this
consultation and separate reports of the previous consultation at the outset of plan
preparation are also available to view on the NLWP website.

1.19. The Proposed Submission Plan is the version of the NLWP that the Boroughs intend
to submit to the Secretary of State for examination. It is being published to allow the
opportunity for stakeholders and communities to submit representations on the
soundness and legal and procedural compliance of the Proposed Submission Plan.

1.20. At the heart of national policy (the NPPF) is the presumption in favour of sustainable
development and policies in the NLWP must reflect this presumption. The NLWP
must meet the soundness tests as set out in paragraph 182 of the NPPF. These
require the NLWP to be:

e Positively prepared (meet objectively assessed development needs of the
area);

e Justified (set out the most appropriate strategy based upon the
evidence);

e Effective (deliverable and address cross boundary issues);

e Consistent with national policy.
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What happens next?

1.21. Representations made during consultation on the Proposed Submission Plan will be
considered and any proposed changes will be submitted to the Inspector for
examination along with supporting documents.

1.22. Once the Plan is submitted, an independent Inspector will be appointed (on behalf of
the Secretary of State) to examine whether the NLWP meets the required legal and
soundness tests, including duty to co-operate and procedural requirements. The
indicative timetable for the Plan is as follows:

Table 1: NLWP Timetable

Consultation on Proposed Submission Plan (Regulation 19) January — February 2019
Submission (Regulation 22) June 2019

Public hearings September 2019
Inspector’s report January 2020

Adoption June 2020
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2. Setting the Scene

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

Waste management has an important role in achieving sustainable development.
There are a number of ways to define ‘sustainable development’. The most well-
known definition is ‘development which meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs”. The UK
Sustainable Development Strategy Securing the Future set out five ‘guiding
principles’ of sustainable development:

e living within the planet’s environmental limits;
e ensuring a strong, healthy and just society;

e achieving a sustainable economy;

e promoting good governance; and

e using sound science responsibly.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) references these definitions and
goes on to set out three objectives to sustainable development: economic, social and
environmental. The North London Waste Plan (NLWP) will help achieve sustainable
waste management by providing a sound basis for the provision of waste
management infrastructure, contributing to the conservation of resources by
improving the efficiency of processing and making better use of the wastes created
within North London.

Geographical Extent

The North London Boroughs cover a large swathe of London from the inner city into
the Green Belt of outer London. The geographical extent takes in both the inner
London Boroughs of Camden, Hackney and Islington, and the outer London Boroughs
of Barnet, Enfield, Haringey and Waltham Forest (see Figure 4). The land within the North London
Boroughs spans an area of 293 square kilometres. The geographical characteristics of North London

are a key element in both the Spatial Framework (see section 4) and the sites/areas assessment
criteria (see section 8).

Population Characteristics

The North London area is one of the most densely populated areas in the UK. Recent
statistics’ show that the population has risen from 1.6 million in 2002 to an
estimated 2.0 million in 2017 and that the population continues to grow at a rate

® Brundtland Commission, 1987 (Resolution 42/187 of the United Nations General Assembly)

* Office for National Statistics
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Figure 4: Main geographical and planning features of North London
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above the national average. This population growth will also increase the amount of
waste North London will need to manage in the future, even though the amount of
waste generated per person may not increase (see section 6 ).

2.5 The highest density is in the inner boroughs of Islington (the most densely populated
local authority in the UK according to the 2011 Census), Hackney and Camden,
closely followed by Haringey. Waltham Forest, Barnet and Enfield are less densely
populated, however these Boroughs are still substantially more densely populated
than the rest of the country. Density of population and the built environment has an
influence on the amount of waste generated but also on competition for land and
the availability of sites suitable for new waste facilities (see section 7).

2.6 While the outer Boroughs are characterised by traditional detached, semi-detached
and terraced housing, overall across the Plan area, there is a higher proportion of
flats and similar multi-tenant properties. This is particularly the case in the inner
Boroughs which, consequently, have fewer gardens (and green waste) than the outer
Boroughs. The differing ability of types of housing stock to incorporate waste
collection infrastructure (for example recycling bins) impacts on recycling rates in
North London (see section 6).

Health

2.7 There are varying levels of life expectancy across North London. The outer boroughs
of Barnet and Enfield report life expectancies higher than the national average,
however significant inequalities exist within the boroughs. In contrast, the other
Boroughs report male life expectancy lower than the average for England, while the
same is true of females in Islington and Waltham Forest. Impact on human health
has been a key consideration in the development of the NLWP and is discussed in
more detail in the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) which supports the NLWP.

Socio-Economic

2.8 The average gross weekly earnings within each of the North London Boroughs is
higher than the average for England. All of the Boroughs have a higher proportion
of their working population employed than the national average. This is mirrored
by the high cost of living in all Boroughs. Four Boroughs (Hackney, Haringey,
Islington and Waltham Forest) contain wards amongst the 20 most deprived areas
in England pointing to varying degrees of polarisation. All boroughs contain varying
levels of deprivation within them. Maximising economic benefits by utilising waste
as a resource is an objective of this plan. There are opportunities for job creation
through the development of new waste facilities at both the construction and end
user stages. New technologies can also help to create ‘green collar’® jobs in new

® Jobs in environmental sectors
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waste management facilities as well as in sectors that receive recycled or
reprocessed material, turning it into new products, thereby creating wealth from
waste. Economic growth in North London is predicted to result in greater amounts
of waste being generated. This is due to more people in jobs, although the amount
of waste created per person is expected to stay the same.

Environment

The North London Waste Plan area includes important green space with many parks
and larger areas such as Hampstead Heath, the Lee Valley Regional Park and part of
Epping Forest. There are extensive areas of Green Belt in the outer areas and areas
of agricultural land in Barnet and Enfield.

Enfield has identified Areas of Special Character where the Council will seek to
preserve and enhance the essential character of the area, including landscape
features such as woodlands, streams, designed parklands and enclosed farmland.

The Lee Valley contains an internationally important wetland habitat (Ramsar site
and Special Protection Area (SPA)) as the reservoirs and old gravel pits support
internationally important numbers of wintering birds as well as other nationally
important species. In addition, the adjacent Epping Forest Special Area of
Conservation (SAC), part of which lies in Waltham Forest, is important for a range of
rare species, including mosses. There are six Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI),
21 Local Nature Reserves and 307 Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation
(SINC). The concentration of industrial land in the Lee Valley poses challenges for
development to take into account key biodiversity issues set out in Borough
Biodiversity Action Plans.

Throughout North London there are many areas and sites of historic interest
including 172 conservation areas, over 14,000 listed buildings, registered landscapes,
scheduled monuments, archaeological priority areas and as yet unknown
archaeological remains. Protection for heritage assets is included in Local Plan
policies and the sites/areas assessment criteria (see section 7) and policy 5.

The heavily developed and built up nature of North London coupled with differential
values between competing land uses, and protected areas such as Green Belt
presents a significant challenge in planning for waste. Expected development over
the plan period will increase these pressures. For development which is perceived as
likely to create more environmental risk and harm to the amenity of the local area,
throughfactors such as noise, dust and increased traffic, the planning constraints
near areas protected for their environmental value are greater.

Protection of groundwater is vital to prevent pollution of supplies of drinking water,
while secondary aquifers are important in providing base flows to rivers. The
Environment Agency has designated areas of source protection zones in a number of
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locations, particularly in the Lee Valley as well as implementing groundwater
protection measures around boreholes in the area.

Historically much of the employment land in North London has been in industrial
use. Inevitably the restructuring from an industrial-based to a service based
economy has affected land use priorities, creating a situation where the type of
employment land available has changed, particularly in the inner boroughs where
offices predominate. Such areas are now under pressure to help deliver high housing
and employment targets. The previous use of these areas raises the risk of
contamination and the need for remedial measures regardless of how the land will
be used in the future.

Air quality within North London is uniformly poor as a result of high levels of
nitrogen dioxide and dust (NO, and PMy, respectively) that are mainly, but not
exclusively, due to road traffic. As a result, all of the councils have declared Air
Quality Management Areas (AQMA) covering each Borough.

The NLWP includes strategies and policies to protect environmental assets and
amenity.

Transport

North London benefits from good access to the strategic road network such as the
M1 and M11 and the M25. The local road network is dominated by important radial
routes to the centre of London and also includes the key orbital North Circular Road
(A406) which bisects the Plan area from east to west. Parts of this network
experience high levels of congestion at off-peak as well as peak hours, despite the
fact that part of the area lies within the London Mayor’s congestion charging zone.

Three main train lines terminate at Euston, St Pancras and Kings Cross, all in Camden.
The North London Line (NLL) is a commuter and nationally important freight route
providing movement of material across the area. There is a planning application to
replace the railhead at Hendon in Barnet that currently transports waste out of
London by a new facility just to its north. Proposals for the West London Orbital line
will improve rail access to the west of the area.

In March 2016, the National Infrastructure Commission recommended that Crossrail
2, a proposed new rail line serving six of the NLWP constituent Boroughs, should be
taken forward as a priority. Transport for London and Network Rail are currently
developing the scheme. Whilst the final scheme and timetable is not yet known,
there is a potential for Crossrail 2 to impact upon existing or future waste
management sites during the NLWP period. This is discussed further in Section 8.
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In addition the Grand Union Canal and the Lee Navigation run through the area and
provide sufficient draught to allow light cargo movements to and from industrial and
other facilities close to a number of wharves along each waterway.

Opportunities for using sustainable modes of transport are a key element of the
Spatial Framework.

Land Use

Across North London as a whole the predominant land use is housing. There are also
concentrated areas of commercial activity and town centres. Parts of Camden,
Hackney and Islington fall into the Central Activities Zone which covers London’s
geographic, economic, administrative, and cultural core spanning ten boroughs in
total. The Upper Lee Valley on the east of the NLWP area includes a concentrated
area of industrial activity. Each borough contains areas of industrial or employment
land that are designated for this purpose. The London Plan designates Strategic
Industrial Locations (SILs) and provides the strategic direction for the identification of
Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSISs) and other industrial/employment
designations in Local Plans.

There are a number of drivers for change in land use in London, in particular the
need to boost housing numbers and make best and most efficient use of land around
public transport modes. These pressures are likely to increase as a result of planned
investment such as Crossrail 2, Stratford to Angel Road (STAR) Scheme and four-
tracking on the West Anglia Mainline.

To deliver this change, the London Plan has identified Opportunity Areas and
Housing Action Zones in parts of North London including parts of the Lee Valley and
there may be future Opportunity Areas identified during the NLWP plan period. The
Opportunity Areas overlap with land which contains existing facilities and also the
areas identified in this Plan for new waste facilities. Therefore, alongside the
opportunities for intensification and new homes, there will also be a need for
Boroughs to consider existing waste operations and areas for new waste facilities, in
light of NLWP Policies 1: and 2.

Some boroughs are beginning to review their Green Belt boundaries as a result of
the review of Local Plans.

Climate Change

The North London Boroughs are all focused on the challenges posed by climate
change. Borough strategies are driven by the requirements to mitigate and adapt to
all effects of climate change. The NLWP aims to deliver effective waste and resource
management which makes a positive and lasting contribution to sustainable
development and to combating climate change.
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All Boroughs have lower CO, emissions per capita than the national average, with
the exception of Camden where levels are elevated by the concentration of
commercial and other non-domestic activities. However all Boroughs have
significantly lower per capita CO, emissions from road transport when compared to
the national average. This is particularly apparent in Camden, Hackney, Haringey,
Islington and Waltham Forest. Per capita CO, emissions from the domestic sector are
below the national average.

The NLWP seeks to reduce the reliance on disposal to landfill sites outside London as
this contributes to CO, emissions from transport. While it is recognised that waste
management facilities will continue to generate CO, emissions, new waste facilities
generating energy need to meet the Mayor’s Carbon Intensity Floor. The priority of
the NLWP will be to implement policies and direct new development to sites which
deliver a better overall environmental outcome.

The NLWP site and area assessments take into account those parts of all Boroughs
that are under threat from surface water (and potentially sewer) flooding because of
the extensive urbanised areas.

The site and area assessments also take into account the greater occurrence of
urban flood events over the last sixty years and the risk that climate change will lead
to a greater threat from flooding in the future. On the east side of the area a number
of tributaries flow into the River Lee while parts of Barnet drain into the River Brent
to the west.
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3. Aims and Objectives

3.1

3.2.

Aim of the North London Waste Plan

Each of the seven Borough Local Plans contains a vision for their area, and the aim of
the NLWP links to the delivery of that vision. The NLWP therefore includes a single
overarching aim and a number of objectives to deliver that aim. The Aim meets the
requirements of National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW) through providing a set
of agreed priorities for delivering sustainable waste management in North London

The NLWP treats waste as a resource rather than as a nuisance, promoting the
principles of the waste hierarchy. The Aim acknowledges that the NLWP is part of a
wider but integrated approach that will help to deliver sustainable waste
management in North London, alongside such measures as improved resource
management, and waste prevention and reduction spanning strategies which
influence but are outside of the planning framework. The NLWP aim and objectives
reference and integrate the Waste Hierarchy which is shown in Figure 5.

Figure 5: Waste Hierarchy

The Waste Hierarchy
Stages

Prevention

Preparing for re-use

Recycling

h n

Other

recovery

Disposal

North London Waste Plan Proposed Submission October 2018

Includes

Using less material in design and manufacture.
Keeping products for longer; re-use.
Using less hazardous material.

Checking, cleaning, repairing, refurbishing, repair,
whole items or spare parts.

Turning waste into a new substance or product
including composting if it meets quality protocols.

Including anaerobic digestion, incineration with
energy recovery, gasification and pyrolysis which
produce energy (fuels, heat and power) and
materials from waste; some backfilling operations.

Landfill and incineration without energy recovery.



3.3.

3.4.

Page 51

The aim of the NLWP is:

Aim of the NLWP

“To achieve net self-sufficiency for LACW, C&| and C&D waste streams, including
hazardous waste, and support a greener London by providing a planning framework
that contributes to an integrated approach to management of materials further up
the waste hierarchy. The NLWP will provide sufficient land for the sustainable
development of waste facilities that are of the right type, in the right place and
provided at the right time to enable the North London Boroughs to meet their waste
management needs throughout the plan period”.

Strategic Objectives

The objectives of the draft NLWP are as follows:

SO1.

SO2.

SO3.

SO4.

To support the movement of North London’s waste as far up the waste
hierarchy as practicable, to ensure environmental and economic benefits are
maximised by utilising waste as a resource:

Met through Policies 2,4, 6,7 and 8

To ensure there is sufficient suitable land available to meet North London’s
waste management needs and reduce the movements of waste through
safeguarding existing sites and identifying locations for new waste facilities:
Met through Policies 1, 2, 3,4,,7 and 8

To plan for net seIf-sufficiency6 in LACW, C&I, C&D waste streams, including
hazardous waste, by providing opportunities to manage as much as
practicable of North London’s waste within the Plan area taking into account
the amounts of waste apportioned to the Boroughs in the London Plan, and
the requirements of the North London Waste Authority:

Met through Policies 1, 2, 3, 4, and 8

To ensure that all waste developments meet high standards of design and
build quality, and that the construction and operation of waste management
facilities do not cause unacceptable harm to the amenity of local residents or
the environment:

® Net self-sufficiency means providing enough waste management capacity to manage the equivalent of the

waste generated in North London, while recognising that some imports and exports will continue.
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Met through Policy 5

To ensure the delivery of sustainable waste development within the Plan
area through the integration of social, environmental and economic
considerations:

Met through Policies 2, 5and 7

To provide opportunities for North London to contribute to the development
of a low carbon economy and decentralised energy:
Met through Policy 6

To support the use of sustainable forms of transport and minimise the
impacts of waste movements including on climate change:
Met through Policy 5

To protect and, where possible, enhance North London’s natural
environment, biodiversity, cultural and historic environment:
Met through Policy 5
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4. Spatial Framework

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

The spatial framework flows from the Plan’s objectives and takes account of the
spatial context outlined in section 2 and the strategic and policy context outlined in
section 1, alongside the Plan’s technical evidence base, and the views of
stakeholders. Figure 6 below shows the relationship between the key elements that
form the spatial framework.

The spatial framework provides the strategic direction for the detailed policies of the
NLWP and informs site/area selection. The spatial framework also guides the
assessment of the suitability of windfall sites under Policy 3. It reflects the
complexities and realities of planning at a sub-regional level taking into account
varied characteristics and functions across the seven boroughs, from densely
populated urban areas to stretches of Green Belt. Competing and changing land
uses, especially release of industrial land for housing, is a key issue for the boroughs.

The spatial principles set out below represent the outcome of balancing various
priorities, opportunities and constraints, in particular the availability of sites/areas to
achieve a deliverable distribution of waste management locations to meet identified
need, whilst bringing social, economic and environmental benefits of new waste
management facilities to North London.

The NLWP is underpinned by the following spatial principles:

>

Make use of existing sites

@

Seek a geographical spread of waste sites across North London, consistent
with the principles of sustainable development.

Encourage co-location of facilities and complementary activities

Provide opportunities for decentralised heat and energy networks

Protect local amenity

Support sustainable modes of transport

mmo o

Make use of existing sites

NPPW requires Boroughs to consider the capacity of existing operational facilities in
meeting identified need. Further to this, Policy 5.17 Waste Capacity of The London
Plan requires boroughs, when preparing plans, to protect and facilitate the maximum
use of existing waste sites.

In line with this and in order to recognise the valuable contribution existing waste
facilities make to managing waste effectively, existing waste management capacity
has provided the baseline for identifying the waste management capacity gap and
the consequent need for expanded and new facilities. Existing waste management
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sites form an important part of the strategic waste plan for North London and are
safeguarded for waste use through NLWP Policy 1 and the London Plan (see
Schedule 1 in Appendix 1 for a full list of existing sites).

Figure 6 shows that the majority of existing waste sites are located to the east of the
Plan area in the industrial parts of the Lee Valley corridor. These sites have
developed over decades outside of a strategic plan for waste, and in locations which
may have been suitable for waste uses but which did not create an even
geographical spread across North London. This reflects the mixed function and
character of the Plan area, notably in terms of significant differences among the
boroughs in supply of industrial land where waste uses are generally more
acceptable.

Three existing sites are known to be planning capacity expansion or upgrades to
existing facilities (see Section 8). Most other existing sites do not have any current
plans to expand capacity or change their operations but the North London Boroughs
support, in principle, the expansion or intensification of operations at existing
facilities and this is reflected in Policy 1.

Seek a geographical spread of waste sites across North London, consistent with the
principles of sustainable development.

The NLWP is underpinned by an aim to achieve net self-sufficiency for LACW, C&l,
C&D waste streams, including hazardous waste. This will be achieved by identifying
enough existing capacity and land in North London suitable for the development of
new waste management facilities to manage the equivalent of 100% of this waste
arising in North London. The objective is to reduce movements of waste, including
waste exports, and increase the amount of waste managed in proximity to its source,
in accordance with the principles of sustainable development. Waste is exported to
a number of areas outside of North London, mainly in the south east and east of
England and Figure 12 shows the estimated reduction of waste exports over the plan
period. The strategy for achieving net self-sufficiency is set out in the Provision for
North London’s Waste to 2032 in section 7.

Net self-sufficiency does not mean that the North London Boroughs will deal solely
with their own waste, nor promote use of the very closest facility to the exclusion of
all other considerations. While it is desirable for waste to be treated as close as
possible to its source in line with the proximity principle, the complexity of the waste
management business poses challenges. Different types of waste require different
types of management and facilities need to serve areas large enough to be
economically viable. Consequently, the most suitable facility may not be the nearest
and may well be outside of North London. In addition, facilities in North London will
continue to manage waste from outside the area.
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The current and changing character of each borough’s industrial land is a
consideration in identifying locations for new waste infrastructure. Larger and co-
located facilities are more suited to areas with similar existing uses away from
sensitive receptors. A future waste industry focused on resource management may
derive positive cumulative impacts from a concentration of facilities. Conversely, the
urban environments of NLWP boroughs are restricted by severe physical constraints
limiting opportunities for some types of waste facilities. In addition, some areas,
such as the protected Green Belt in the north, will be largely out of bounds for any
built waste facilities. As population and densities in the plan area increase with
projected growth, fewer areas away from sensitive receptors will be available.
Continued development of waste facilities in areas which have, and continue to
provide, significant waste capacity could have wider implications on the regeneration
of the local economy. When choosing locations for future development, the benefits
of co-location will need to be balanced against the cumulative impacts which can
arise from an accumulation of facilities in one location. Cumulative impacts can
include traffic levels, noise and odours. There may be times when the cumulative
impacts of several waste developments operating in an area would be considered
unacceptable. Any new waste development proposed in North London will be
expected to be of a standard that is in keeping with and complements the existing
and future planned development. By identifying suitable land across North London
(Policy 2), the NLWP seeks to provide opportunities to manage waste as close to its
source as possible, in line with the proximity principle. In promoting a geographic
spread of facilities across the plan area consistent with the principles of sustainable
development, the NLWP seeks to weigh the positive effects of co-location and
economies of scale with the negative effects of excessive concentration of waste
facilities in any one area. All North London Boroughs want to play their part in
managing north London’s waste and therefore support an equitable geographical
distribution across the seven Boroughs.

Policy 2 seeks to extend the existing spread of locations for waste facilities by
identifying locations which are suitable for new waste facilities, taking into account
factors such as the character of different areas, changing land uses and availability of
suitable industrial land. Where demand arises, opportunities to improve the spread
of waste sites across the area are supported through Policy 3: Windfall Sites where
they adhere to the site assessment criteria set out in section 8.

With local re-use and recycling centres (RRC) it is especially desirable to have a
geographical spread that enables good access to residents. RRCs are facilities to
which the public can bring household waste for free. Figure 7 shows the current
network of local RRCs and a radius of two miles around them. Gaps in coverage have
been identified by the NLWA in parts of the Plan area, namely Barnet and Enfield,
shown outside of the two mile radius around each RRC. Any new RRC facilities will
be assessed against Policy 4: Re-use and Recycling Centres.
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Figure 6: Key diagram
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Encourage co-location of facilities and complementary activities

NPPW requires waste plans to identify opportunities to co-locate facilities together
and with complementary activities, including end users of waste outputs such as
users of fuel, low carbon energy/heat and recyclable wastes. These opportunities
are also associated with a move towards a more circular economy. WRAP defines the
Circular Economy as an alternative to a traditional linear economy (make, use,
dispose) in which we keep resources in use for as long as possible, extract the
maximum value from them whilst in use, then recover and regenerate products and
materials at the end of each service life’. The European Commission has published its
Circular Economy packages, while in London the London Waste and Recycling Board
has published a Circular Economy route mapg.

There are several benefits of co-location of facilities. Co-location has the potential to
minimise environmental impacts, take advantage of ‘economies of scale’, share
infrastructure, existing networks (e.g. the rail and highway network) and skilled
workforces. The concentration of waste facilities in the Lee Valley corridor provides
the most promising opportunities for co-location with existing facilities.
Notwithstanding this, NPPW requires the Plan to take account of the cumulative
impact of existing and proposed waste disposal facilities on the well-being of the
local community.

There are also co-location opportunities related to other industrial activities
synergistic with waste management, for example the manufacturing of products
from recycled materials and the development of a more circular economy. Existing
waste facilities are already employing this approach as exemplified by the industries
developing around the Edmonton EcoPark (Enfield) and the Plan seeks to build on
the momentum by supporting this approach as a key element of the spatial
framework and identifying which areas have potential for co-location.

Opportunity Areas, Housing Zones and the route of Crossrail 2 could also be factors
when considering co-location of facilities. These schemes are likely to intensify
development, especially near to stations, and there are both resulting opportunities
and threats for existing waste facilities and land identified as suitable for waste uses.
The opportunities include waste facilities supplying energy to new developments and
new waste facilities being incorporated into the schemes, for example an anaerobic
digestion facility to deal with household food waste, and consolidation or relocation
of waste uses. Risks include new uses displacing waste facilities due to

" http://ww.wrap.org.uk/content/wrap-and-circular-economy
® Circular Economy Package http:/ec.europa.eu/environment/circular-economy/index_en.htm
o https://lwww.lwarb.gov.uk/what-we-do/circular-london/circular-economy-route-map/
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Figure 7: Current Re-use and Recycling Centres (RRC) in North London
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incompatibility or impacts of construction. Protection for waste capacity through
safeguarding, the agent of change principle and re-provision policies in the London
Plan, Local Plans and NLWP Policy 1 will be a key policy tool under these
circumstances.

Provide opportunities for decentralised heat and energy networks

The NPPW recognises the benefits of co-location of waste facilities with end users of
their energy outputs. The London Plan supports the development of combined heat
and power systems and provision of heat and power to surrounding consumers.

The Key Diagram (Figure 6) shows where facilities could connect to a network
(‘decentralised heat opportunity area’ and ‘decentralised energy opportunity area’).
There is already a relatively well-advanced plan for decentralised heat network in the
Lee Valley and this offers the most promising and realistic possibility within the Plan
area. The NLWP supports opportunities to develop combined heat and power
networks on sites and areas, within the Lee Valley, south Barnet and elsewhere (see
Figure 6), that not only have the ability to link in to the decentralised energy network
but also have the potential for waste development with Combined Heat and Power.
Policy 6 seeks to secure opportunities for the recovery of energy from waste where
feasible.

Protect local amenity

The protection of amenity is a well-established principle in the planning system. The
NPPW requires the Boroughs to consider the likely impact on the local environment
and on amenity when considering planning applications for waste facilities. Amenity
includes aural (noise) and visual amenity such as open space, flora, and the
characteristics of the locality including historic and architectural assets. Negative
amenity impacts also include odour arising from the processing and type of waste
being managed.

The site selection criteria set out in section 8 effectively direct waste management
development to the most suitable sites/areas taking into account environmental and
physical constraints, including locations where potential amenity impacts can be
mitigated to an acceptable degree as well as considering cumulative impacts of
additional waste facilities in already well developed areas and areas with a history of
waste development. All proposed sites and areas have been subject to assessment
in the Sustainability Appraisal and the Habitats Regulation Assessment and the
findings fed into the policy recommendations

The protection of local amenity has been considered during the assessment of
sites/areas to identify those suitable for inclusion in the NLWP. Policy 5 sets out
assessment criteria for waste management facilities and deals with protection of
local amenity including information requirements to support applications for waste
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facilities. The policy’s presumption for enclosed as opposed to open air facilities is
also important to the application of this principle in terms of air quality and
protecting the health of residents.

As outlined within Policy 1, proposals for expansion or intensification of existing
waste uses should not unacceptably harm the amenity of occupiers of any existing
developments. The onus will be upon the developer of the new proposed
development to ensure appropriate mitigation measures are put in place under the
agent of change principle.

Policy 3 seeks to ensure that proposals for waste management facilities do not
constrain areas undergoing development change, such as new transport or economic
regeneration initiatives.

Support sustainable modes of transport

The NPPW and the London Plan require Boroughs to identify sites/areas with the
potential to utilise modes of transport other than road transport. As Figure 6 shows,
North London is well served by road, rail and waterway networks and waste is
currently transported into, out of and around North London by both road and rail.
But like many industry sectors, road is the main mode of transport for the movement
of waste. There are potential opportunities for waste sites to better utilise
sustainable modes of transport such as rail and waterways. Movement of waste via
more sustainable transport methods is duly supported in line with Objective 7,
although this may not always be practicable, especially when costs associated with
investment in wharfs and rail sidings and other infrastructure which may be
necessary before waste can be moved along the canal or rail network may not be
economically viable, especially for smaller facilities. North London currently has one
rail linked waste site (at Hendon) supporting the requirements of the NLWA,
however this site is due to be redeveloped as part of the Brent Cross Cricklewood
regeneration project and the NLWA’s need for this railhead has changed. There is a
planning application for replacement rail based depot with a different function under
consideration. There is also a wharf on the Lee Navigation which potentially could
provide future opportunities for transportation by water at Edmonton EcoPark.

Road transport will continue to be the principal method of transporting waste in
North London, particularly over shorter distances where this is more flexible and cost
effective. Access to transport networks including sustainable transport modes was
considered when assessing the suitability of new sites and areas. Rail and road
transport is particularly desirable when waste is travelling long distances. Policy 5
considers sustainable transport modes in planning decisions.
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5. Current waste management in North London

5.1

5.2

5.3
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This section looks at the current picture of waste management in North London,
including the amount of waste generated; the current capacity, types and location of
facilities; how each waste stream is managed, key targets and cross-boundary
movements of waste.

North London Waste Data Study

The Waste Data Study was prepared in July 2014 and updated in July 2015 to inform
the Draft NLWP. A further update in 2018 accompanies this Proposed Submission
Plan. All versions of the Data Study are available to view on NLWP website
(www.nlwp.net). The Waste Data Study is in three parts as shown below, with the
date of the most recent version provided in brackets:

e Part One: North London Waste Arisings (2018)
e Part Two: North London Waste Capacity (2018)
e Part Three: North London Sites Schedule (2018)

The Waste Data Study includes the following information for the seven waste
streams for which the NLWP plans:

e The amount of waste currently produced in North London;

e How and where the waste is managed;

e The capacity of existing waste infrastructure;

e The waste management targets the NLWP will support; and

e The amount of waste projected to be produced over the plan period (up to 2035)
and the extent to which existing facilities can meet this future need.

Waste generated in North London

Table 2 below shows the amount of waste generated in North London for the main
waste streams using the latest data from 2016. Waste arisings vary from year to year
and these figures represent a snapshot in time. Figure 8 shows the proportion of
each waste stream as a percentage of the total waste in North London™.

1% The data is taken from the Waste Data Study (2016)
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Table 2: Amount of Waste Generated in North London, 2016

Local Authority Collected Waste (LACW) 845,776
Commercial and Industrial Waste (C&l) 762,301
Construction and Demolition Waste (C&D) 443,180
Agricultural Waste 9,223
Hazardous waste 54,420
Excavation Waste 747,242
TOTAL 2,861,062

Source: North London Waste Data Study Update 2016

Figure 8: Waste arisings in North London 2016

Hazardous Agricultural
2% 0%

LACW
30%

C&D
15%
C&l
27%

Source: North London Waste Data Study Update 2018
Existing facilities

5.5 Table 3 below shows the existing (2018) waste management facilities in North
London by type and waste stream managed and changes in available capacity at
known dates when facilities come on stream/close. It identifies an existing waste
management capacity of around 4.4 million tonnes per annum, reducing to around
3.8 million tonnes by 2029 as a result of known closure of some existing sites up to

32
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2028, Figure 9 shows the location of the facilities represented in Table 3 and a full
list is in Appendix 1.

Table 3: Maximum Existing Annual Capacity at Licensed Operational Waste Management
Facilities at the Start of the Plan Period and a key dates following changes in sites
capacities

LACW only | Transfer stations (non-hazardous) 621,222 416,864 416,864
LACW only | Household Waste Recycling Site 100,204 100,204 100,204
LACW only | Composting 35,241 0 0
LACW only | Recycling (MRFS) 276,855 276,855 276,855
LACW only | Incineration with Energy Recovery 550,000 0 0
LACW and
Cl Transfer stations (non-hazardous) 206,748 206,748 206,748
LACW and
Cl Incineration with Energy Recovery 0 700,000 700,000
LACW, CI
and CDE Transfer stations (non-hazardous) 26,545 26,545 26,545
LACW, CI
and CDE Recycling (MRFS) 16,277 16,277 16,277
Clonly Transfer stations (non-hazardous) 288 288 288
Cl only Recycling (MRFS) 54,632 54,632 54,632
Clonly Treatment facility 2,332 2,332 2,332
Cl only Treatment facility (Hazardous) 64,132 64,132 64,132
Cland CDE | Transfer stations (non-hazardous) 236,245 119,050 119,050
Cl and CDE Recycling (MRFS) 432,538 432,538 432,538
CDE only Transfer stations (C&D) 364,097 328,014 328,014
CDE only Recycling (aggregates, other C&D) 980,780 746,840 627,876
Hazardous | Transfer stations (hazardous) 5 5 5
Hazardous Treatment facility (Hazardous) 3,622 3,622 3,622
Cl Specialist | Treatment facility 112,419 112,419 112,419
Cl Metals Recycling (ELVs) 362 362 362
Cl Metals Recycling (Metals) 318,522 318,522 318,522
Cl Metals WEEE 18,657 18,657 18,657
Total Capacity 4,421,723 | 3,944,906 | 3,825,942

' Some of the planned closures include sites affected by the redevelopment of Brent Cross. It is
expected that Barnet will identify new sites for the relocation of these sites in line with the
Planning Permission for this development

33

North London Waste Plan Proposed Submission October 2016




5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9

5.10

Page 64

When considering the overall amount of waste generated identified in Table 2
against the current capacity of waste management facilities in North London
identified in Table 3, there appears to be more than enough waste management
capacity. However, this does not take into account the specialism of each type of
facility or importantly, since North London is a net exporter of waste in terms of
tonnage, imports to and exports from the area.

Some facilities in North London have a wider-than-local catchment area and manage
waste from outside North London. This includes recycling and treatment facilities, in
particular metal recycling and end of life vehicle (ELV) facilities as well as facilities for
the processing of CDE in to recycled aggregate products for resale. The extra
capacity contributes to achieving net self-sufficiency, or managing the equivalent of
the overall quantity of waste within the main categories for North London and
London as a whole.

Conversely, North London does not have all the types of facilities necessary to
manage all the sub-types of waste arising within the main categories shown in Table
2. For example, there are few hazardous waste facilities and no landfill sites in North
London. North London will therefore need to identify sufficient capacity to manage
the equivalent amount of this exported waste within its boundary.

Local Authority Collected Waste

In North London, around 850,000 tonnes of LACW was collected in 2016/1712. of
this, approximately 26% was recycled, reused or composted. Of the remaining LACW,
60% was sent to NLWA’s energy-from-waste facility at Edmonton and 12% was sent
to landfill outside of North London.

The NLWA has reported an increase in recycling performance from 23% in 2006/7 to
3289 by 2017/18 This is lower than the national average of 43.7% but in line with
the London average of around 33%. There are a number of factors which contribute
towards lower recycling rates in London than the country as a whole. These include:
rapid population growth; a greater transient population than anywhere else in the
UK; the greater proportion of flats compared to houses which presents challenges
for setting up collection systems for recyclable waste; and proportionately fewer
gardens generating lower level of green waste for recycling.

12 Figures NLWA Annual Monitoring Report 2016-17

13

North London Waste Authority Annual Report 2017/18
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Figure 9: Existing Waste Sites

North London Waste Plan Proposed Submission October 2018

_ _ North London Waste Plan - Existing Sites
Welwyn Hatfield N
Broxbourne \
k Barnet Islington
BARZ - Scratchwood ISL1 - Homsey Street
Cuarry
Hertsmere BAR3 - P B Donoghue Camdon .
BAR4 - WRG CAM1 - Regis Road
- o BARSE - Mc Govemn
Epping Forest Brothers Enfield
BART - Cripps Skips ENF1 - Crews Hill
BARS - Apex Car ENF2 - Barrowell Green
Breakers EMF2 - Pressbay Ltd
BARS - Savacase Ltd EMF4 - Chase Farm
BAR10D - GBN EMNFS - Jute Lane
BAR11 - Upside Railway ENFE - Tuglord Enterprises
Yard ENFT - Budd Skips Ltd
BAR12 - Oakleigh Rd ENFE - Biffa Waste
South EMFD - Hunt Skips
EMNF10 - Rooke and Co
Haringey ENF11 - Edmonfon Bio
A HAR1/2 - Homsey Diesel
Central Depot EMF12 - Personnel Hygiene
HAR3 - Garman Road Services Ltd
A HAR4 - O'Donovan ENF14 - London Waste
'y HARS - Redcorn Lid Recycling
RE-ElI‘-I'iI:I{ig HARE - Restora EMF16 - Albert Works
o 4 Community Projects EMNF18 - London Waste Lid
HARS - O'Donovan ENF19 - Bulk Waste Recycling
Barnet HARS - Park View Road  Facility
HAR1D - Western Road EMF19 - London Waste Lid
HAR11 - Dumnford EMF21 - Edmonton Clinical
Waste
Harrow Waltham Forest ENF22 - J O'Doherty
WAF1 - Mercedes Parts  ENF23 - Oakwood Plant Ltd
- Centre EMF25 - Powerday Plc
A Waltham Forest Redbridge| -~ 0" Kings Road ENF27 - Edmonton EFW
1 WAF3 - South Access Rd  ENF29 - Unit 25 Enfield Metal
A Haringey A WAF4 - GBN Services ENF30 - Hunsdon Skip Hire
WAFS - TJ Autos (UK) Ltd  ENF21 - Volker Highways
WAFG - BJ Electronics ENF32 - Guy Lodge Farm
A WAFS - Leyton Reuse ENF22 - Ballast Phoenix Lid
A WAF10 - Malby Waste ENF24 - Camden Plant
A WAF12 - Agrall Metal ENF35 - Redcomn
‘ A WAF14 - Tipmasters EMF36 - Edmonton Facility /
WAF15 - Bits and Parts Ltd Environcom
WAF16 - Whipps Cross
A A A Hospital Hackney _
A . WAF17 - Pulse Env. Ltd. Hig} - gllllﬁeldSR
Hackney / N owns Road
Brent Camden A A s . , .
LLDC Kllametres
Newham %
Eal il'lg d Eal iI'I(_:l.‘L - City of "ﬁ'rE’E"tmmHE"‘ Tower Hamlets urbanwision north Lande -

G9 abed



5.11

5.12

5.13

5.14

5.15

5.16

Page 66

The North London Boroughs and the NLWA are committed to achieving the 50%
recycling target set out in the Joint Municipal Waste Management strategy and the
London Plan. The North London Boroughs, together with the NLWA, are beginning a
renewed drive to increase recycling including looking at ways to standardise
collection regimes. In addition, the London Waste and Recycling Board (LWARB)
works with London Boroughs to increase recycling rates and supports waste
authorities in improving waste management services.

The NLWA'’s long term waste management solution is based upon the continued use
of the existing Edmonton facility until 2025 and the development of a new energy
recovery facility on the same site to be operational from 2025 onwards. Further
information on how it has informed the NLWP is set out in section 8.

The European Commission has put forward a Circular Economy Package’**. This
includes a 65% recycling target for municipal waste (LACW and C&I) by 2030.
Notwithstanding the UK leaving the EU, the UK has signed up to delivering these
targets as part of Brexit. These revised targets have been built into NLWP waste
modelling work as part of the revisions to the Data Study, however the new targets
have only been applied to C&I waste as it is assumed no change to the projections of
the NLWA at this time.

Waste minimisation seeks to reduce the amount of waste produced by targeting
particular behaviours and practices. As shown in Figure 5 in section 3, preventing
waste generation in the first place sits at the top of the waste hierarchy.

The London Environment Strategy prioritises resource efficiency to significantly
reduce waste and promotes reuse and repair. LWARB’s ‘Circular Economy route
map’ exemplifies a move towards a more resource efficient waste service. The route
map builds on the 5 focus areas (the built environment, food, textiles, electricals and
plastics) and sets out 8 cross cutting themes to ensure the benefits of a circular
economy can achieved across a number of sectors.

The North London Boroughs co-ordinate waste prevention activity through the
NLWA’s waste prevention plan. The NLWA run waste minimisation activities for
schools and communities. These are delivered through the NLWA's “Wise up to
Waste” programme and currently focuses on three priority areas: reducing food
waste, encouraging a reduction of furniture waste by increasing re-use, and reducing
textile waste (both clothing and non-clothing).

14

European Commission Circular Economy Package http://ec.europa.eu/environment/circular-
economy/index_en.htm

North London Waste Plan Proposed Submission October 2018


http://www.wiseuptowaste.org.uk/
http://www.wiseuptowaste.org.uk/

Page 67

Commercial and Industrial Waste

5.17 The Waste Data Study has used two methods to identify and project C&I waste. The
first is to use data from the Defra C&I Waste Survey 2009 in line with the London
Plan to assess the management routes of North London’s C&I waste. The second is
to use the new method for calculating C&l waste as introduced following the
withdrawal of the Defra C&I surveys which uses published data from the EA’s WDI.
This new method of calculation indicates that 44% of C&I waste is recycled, reused
or composted while 33% of this waste stream is sent to landfill and land recovery. A
small proportion (6%) of C&I is sent for non thermal treatment with the remainder
(17%) sent for thermal treatment with energy recovery. It should be noted that
potential reliance on landfill will drop to 10% by 2030 in order to achieve EU
statutory targets with recycling and reuse levels increasing to 65%.

5.18 Through the London Environment Strategy, the Mayor is seeking to make London a
zero waste city with no biodegradable or recyclable waste sent to landfill by 2030
and by aiming to achieve 65% recycling from London’s municipal waste, this will be
achieved through a 50% recycling rate from LACW by 2025 (Policy 7.2.1) and 75%
from business waste by 2030 (policy 7.2.2). The Mayor has also said that he does not
expect there to be a need for any new energy from waste capacity if existing planned
sites are completed (policy 7.3.2.b). The Mayor has also indicated that he will use his
powers to ensure there are sufficient sites to manage London’s waste. The
Environment Strategy embraces the ideals of the Circular Economy requiring
manufacturers to design products to generate less waste and which can be easily
repaired, reused and recycled, and the strategy encourages the development of
business to facilitate this.

5.19 There are a number of national schemes which promote waste minimisation. This
includes the Courtauld Commitment which aims to reduce food waste, grocery
packaging and product waste, both in the home and the grocery sector by 20%, the
Mayors Environment Strategy seeks to go further by setting a target of 50%
reduction per head by 2030.

5.20 European Commission Circular Economy Package™ include increased recycling
targets for packaging materials in the commercial and industrial sectors of 65% by
2025 and 75% by 2030. The UK has committed to delivering the Circular Economy
targets as part of Brexit.

1o http://ec.europa.eu/environment/circular-economy/index_en.htm
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Construction, Demolition and Excavation Waste

Local planning policies and development industry practice mean a lot of C&D
material is managed on site and does not enter the waste stream. A total of 443,180
tonnes of C&D waste and 747,243 tonnes of excavation waste was produced in
North London in 2016. The largest proportion of C&D waste arising in North London
is managed via recycling (73%) and treatment (20%) facilities, with 7% sent directly
to landfill. Recycling rates of C&D waste are high due to the nature and value of the
material. Excavation materials are primarily disposed of directly to landfill (53%) with
the remainder managed through transfer stations (28%) or sent for treatment (19%).
The London Plan includes a target of 95% recycling of CD&E by 2020.

Hazardous Waste

FA total of 53,420 tonnes of hazardous waste was produced in 2016, of this waste
40% was managed at treatment facilities, of which the majority was exported for
treatment outside of North London. The next most common method of
management was recovery (20%), with a further 16% being managed at landfill. Of
the total hazardous waste arisings, 53,107 tonnes (99.4%) of waste was exported out
of North London for management. It is not unusual for hazardous waste to travel
outside the area to specialist facilities which tend to have a wider catchment area.

There are a number of initiatives in place to ensure better implementation of EU
waste legislation, including on hazardous waste. None of the circular economy
proposals referred to 5.13 announced by the European Commission in December
2015 will affect the NLWP strategy for hazardous waste.

Agricultural Waste

A total of 9,223 tonnes of Agricultural waste was produced in 2016, with only 125
tonnes being identified as being managed off site. The majority of agricultural waste
arisings are managed within the limited number of farm holdings within the Plan
area, with a very small amount managed offsite through commercial waste facilities.
As such, the NLWP does not seek to identify sites for additional facilities to manage
this waste stream; any facilities which do come forward on farm land would be
considered against Policy 3 ‘Windfall sites’.

Low Level Non-Nuclear Radioactive Waste

The very small amount of Low Level Non-Nuclear Radioactive Waste (LLW) arising in
North London, mainly from hospitals, is currently managed outside of the area in
specialist facilities. Records of LLW in the sub-region indicate that there are
currently 16 sites producing LLW as waste water, with a number of the amounts
generated being below the reporting threshold, which is measured in terms of
radioactivity.
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Waste Water and Sewage Sludge

Waste Water Treatment Works in North London are operated by Thames Water.
The main Thames Water Waste Water/sewage treatment facility in North London is
Deephams Sewage Treatment Works (STW), which is the ninth largest in England.
The site is to be retained and improved for waste water use and planning permission
has been granted for an upgrade to the sewage sludge treatment stream. Thames
Water anticipates that the recently approved upgrade to Deephams STW will
provide sufficient effluent treatment capacity to meet their needs during the plan
period. Further details can be found in section 8.

Cross Boundary Movements (exports and imports)

In 2016, 1,201.964 tonnes of waste was exported from North London, 56% of which
went to landfill. Exports in the LACW/C&I category have been steadily declining in
recent years, however an increase was shown in 2016. This is consistent with the
waste strategies of the London Mayor and the North London Waste Authority which
aim to reduce the amount of waste going to landfill. Exports of CD&E waste
generally follow patterns of waste arising, so when more CD&E waste is generated,
more is exported. This pattern is shown in Table 4 and Figure 10 below.

Table 4:

Waste exported from North London 2011-2016

Type of waste

2011

2012

2013

2014

2016

CD&E

610,864

530,025

611,902

595,203

843,856

LACW/C&l

390,226

362,950

347,206

278,050

337,836

Hazardous

62,473

103,884

58,216

64,193

10,352

Total

1,063,563

996,859

1,017,324

937,446

1,201,964
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Figure 10: Waste exported from North London 2011-2016
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5.28 During 2013-2016 waste exports from North London were deposited in more than 70
different waste planning authority areas but the majority (88%) went to eight main
destinations. These are shown in the Figure 11 below:

Figure 11: Distributions of Waste Exports from North London
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In 2016, around 1 million tonnes of waste was imported in to North London. Most of
the imported waste comes from immediate neighbours in Greater London, the South
East and East of England and is managed in transfer stations, treatment facilities and
metal recycling sites

As part of discharging the ‘duty to co-operate’, the North London Boroughs have
contacted all waste planning authorities (WPA) who receive waste from North
London to identify any issues which may prevent waste movements continuing
during the plan period. A Report on the duty to co-operate, issues identified and
next stages accompanies this Plan and is available on the NLWP website.

Engagement to date has identified a constraint to the continuation of waste exports
to landfill from North London relating to the scheduled closure of landfill sites during
the plan period. Details can be found in the paper, Exports to Landfill 2017-2035, on
the NLWP website (www.nlwp.net), though the operation of some of these sites may
be extended beyond their currently permitted end date. The boroughs will continue
to monitor this information throughout the preparation of the NLWP, and after it is
adopted as reflected in the monitoring framework in section 10.

Nonetheless, as set out in the exports to landfill paper, alternative capacity at other
potential destinations has been identified for the amount of waste currently being
exported to those sites earmarked for closure during the plan period. The paper
shows that there are both alternative sites and adequate void space in London,
South East and East of England to take North London’s ‘homeless’ waste between
2018 and 2035.

A further constraint for the continued export of waste has been identified with
regard to hazardous waste, namely a lack of detailed data on where it ends up. This
type of waste is managed in specialist facilities which have wide catchment areas
and therefore may not be local to the source of the waste. North London has one
hazardous waste treatment facility with a capacity of around 3,600 tonnes per
annum and two recycling facilities; one for metals and one for end of life vehicles
handling around 2,500 tonnes per annum between them. The treatment facilities
handle a small proportion of North London’s hazardous waste (less than 1% in 2016)
while the rest (99.4%) is exported. In addition, some facilities, whilst not classified as
hazardous waste facilities, are permitted to manage a certain amount of hazardous
waste alongside non-hazardous wastes. These include car breakers and metal
recycling sites, WEEE sites as well as RRCs which will accept, for example, paints and
batteries which require specialist treatment and disposal.

While the export of the majority of hazardous waste to the most appropriate
specialist facilities is likely to continue, current data collection methods do not
identify the hazardous waste facilities in question. The boroughs will continue to
engage with the Environment Agency and waste planning authorities in receipt of
hazardous waste from North London, including seeking to identify any constraints to
the continued export of this waste. Should any constraints come to light, such as
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anticipated closure of a facility, the boroughs will seek to identify potential new
destinations with capacity for managing compensatory amounts. The North London
Boroughs will pursue agreement on this matter with recipient waste planning
authorities through a statement of common ground.

5.35 The North London Boroughs will continue to co-operate with relevant authorities on
matters of strategic waste planning throughout the preparation of the NLWP and
once the Plan is adopted.
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Future Waste Management Requirements

Context

In line with the NPPW and the London Plan, the NLWP must identify sufficient waste
management capacity to meet the identified waste management needs of North
London over the plan period.

It follows that a key part of the development of the NLWP is to identify how much
waste will be produced during the plan period, how this will be managed, what
capacity is required and whether there is sufficient capacity already available. The
NLWP must also consider how changes in the waste management behaviours,
practices and technologies may influence this.

Targets for waste managed within North London

The North London Boroughs have statutory duties to meet recycling and recovery
targets and the NLWP will need to be ambitious in order to achieve European Union,
national, regional and local targets. These targets are as follows:

Table 5: Recycling and Recovery Targets with 2016 Baseline

Waste stream Target 2016 baseline
LACW 50% recycling for LACW by 2025 29%
(contributing to 65% recycling of municipal waste
by 2030)
C&l 75% recycling by 2030 52%
(contributing to 65% recycling of municipal waste
by 2030)
C&D 95% recycling by 2020 50-60%
Biodegradable or Zero biodegradable or recyclable waste to landfill Not known
recyclable waste by 2026

6.4

Options for managing North London’s waste

In accordance with the NPPF (paragraph 35) to ensure the NLWP is justified, a range
of options were tested as part of the consideration of reasonable alternatives for
managing North London’s waste leading to selection of the preferred strategy. The
scenarios considered looked at a range of options for recycling from maintaining the
status quo to seeking to maximise opportunities for recycling in line with the targets
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set out in Table 5 above, the latter option being the most popular option and taken
forward. Along with this a number of options were also considered in relation to
waste growth over the plan period and what impact that would have on waste
growth, again 3 approaches were modelled looking at no growth, growth in line with
the London Plan for C&Il and CDE waste — with LACW growth being in line with that
of the NLWA for all options, a minimised growth was also modelled but was not
considered in line with the growth planned for in the London Plan, as such growth
was modelled in line with the London Plan. An Options Appraisal Report (2018) has
been prepared which provides more detail on each of the options considered and
provides information on the different scenarios including how much waste would be
generated over the plan period (incorporating economic and population growth
assumptions), how much waste could be managed within North London (capacity
strategy), and how this waste should be managed (management strategy) for each of
the options considered. The preferred option identified in the Options Appraisal®®
has been carried through to the NLWP. The preferred option seeks to achieve
growth in line with the London Plan and to deliver the targets set out in the Mayor’s
Environment Strategy.

Chosen Approach

The chosen approach for the NLWP following the option appraisal can be
summarised as follows:

Chosen Approach for planning for North London’s waste

Population/Economic Growth in line with London Plan forecasts
+ Maximising Recycling
+ Net self-sufficiency for LACW and C&l by 2026 and C&D by 2035

= Quantity of waste to be managed

6.6

6.7

It is considered that this approach provides the most robust modelling scenario to
project future capacity gaps, taking account of existing/planned capacity, and waste
management needs.

Meeting the Capacity Gap

Table 6 below sets out the capacity gap broken down in to 5 year periods over the
NLWP plan period. The capacity gap is the difference between tonnage associated
with existing and planned waste management capacity (see Table 3 — section 5) and
the quantity of waste to be managed over the plan period (see the chosen approach
set out above). This method identifies whether there is adequate or surplus

16 Available on the NLWP website
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for each management route. Negative figures indicate a capacity gap and therefore
the type of management route for which capacity is sought over the plan period.
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The boxes that are not highlighted denote where ‘surplus’ capacity exists.

Table 6: Capacity gaps throughout the Plan period —chosen option

Waste function and stream | 2018 2025 2030 2035
managed

Landfill (C+l and LACW) -114,496 -112,951 -114,726 -119,392
Landfill (Hazardous) -12,741 -12,741 -12,741 -12,741
Landfill (C+D) -26,534 -23,683 -24,664 -25,685
Landfill (E) -405,634 -429,334 -447106, -465,613
Energy from waste (LACW,C&I) -47,167 -1,438* 3,280 -9,190
Energy from waste (Hazardous) -53 -53 -53 -53
Thermal Treatment (without -32 -32 -32 -32
energy recovery) (AGR)

Thermal Treatment (Hazardous -2,476 -2,476 -2,476 -2,476
- no energy recovery)

Recycling (C+l and LACW) -95,461 -207,611 -256,906 -288,570
Recycling (CD&E) 393,108 73,829 -72,993 -102,005
Recycling (specialist material) 331997 331,673 331,430 331,177
Recycling (Hazardous) -16,838 -16,838 -16,838 -16,838
Treatment plant (C&I CD&E) -85,564 -50,667 -57,514 -64,645
Treatment Plant (Hazardous) 46,437 46,437 46,437 46,437
Land recovery -9,098 -9,098 -9,098 -9,098
Transfer Station 1,555,349 | 1,233,796 | 1,233,796 | 1,233,796
Transfer Station (Hazardous) 5 5 5 5

Source: NLWP data study model 2016

6.8

management land requirement using data from evidence gathered and evaluated
on typical capacity and land take for each type of facility. The Data Study (2018)
available on the website (www.nlwp.net) provides a fuller explanation. Table 7
below sets out the amount of land required within North London to meet the
capacity gaps identified in Table 6 for the chosen approach of net self-sufficiency for

LACW, C&I and C&D waste streams.
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Table 7: Land take requirements for meeting net self-sufficiency for LACW, C&I and C&D
(requirements for London Plan apportionment in brackets )

Facility Type Hectares
2018 2025 (2030 |2035 | Total

Recovery (C&I/LACW) 1(1) 1(1)
Recycling (C&l) 1(1) 1(1) 1 3(2)
Recycling (C&D) 0 0 2 0 2
Recycling (Hazardous) 2 2
Treatment HIC, CDE 1 1
TOTAL land required in North London 5(2) 1(1) 2(0) 1(0) 9(3)

6.9 Although Table 7 identifies a need for recovery facilities for C&I waste, this need is
immediate and declines over the plan period to when the Edmonton Energy
Recovery Facility is completed. For this immediate need to be met facilities would
need to be in place now, or at least in planning, which is not the case. Therefore it is
highly probable that this need will not be met and that C&I waste requiring recovery
will continue to be exported in the short term. As highlighted earlier the Mayor’s
Environment Strategy states that the Mayor does not want any additional energy
from waste capacity over the plan period as existing sites should be able to meet the
needs of all municipal waste arisings. The main need identified is for the provision of
construction and demolition recycling facilities in order that the 95% recycling target
for this waste stream can be achieved. There is also a requirement throughout for
additional recycling facility to manage the increasing levels of recycled waste
expected from the C&I waste stream reflecting the 75% recycling target in order to
achieve the Environment Strategy target of 65% from municipal waste (LACW and
commercial waste). A further 1lha is identified for additional treatment facilities for
LACW, C&I and CDE.

6.10 A capacity gap equivalent to two hectares of land has been identified for meeting
North London’s hazardous waste management need over the plan period, a small
requirement of less than 2,500 tonnes per annum has also been identified for
recovery of hazardous waste, but this figure is considered too small to plan for.
While the North London Boroughs support the provision of hazardous waste facilities
in appropriate locations, it is acknowledged that these facilities generally operate for
a wider-than-local catchment area due to their specialist nature. The Boroughs will
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therefore work with the GLA and other boroughs across London to identify and meet
a regional need.

6.11 The Data Study concludes that over the NLWP plan period there are capacity gaps
for C&I, CD&E and Hazardous waste, and that North London will require additional
facilities to meet these. In relation to the gap for Hazardous waste, the North
London Boroughs will contribute to the planning for hazardous waste facilities at a
regional level and through the identification of areas within North London that may
be suitable for hazardous waste facilities. Additional land is not required to
accommodate new facilities for Low Level Non-Nuclear Radioactive Waste (LLW),
Agricultural Waste or Waste Water/Sewage Sludge during the plan period. More
information about how each waste stream will be managed can be found in the
Provision for North London’s Waste to 2035 (section 7).
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7. Provision for North London’s Waste to 2035

7.1 The North London Boroughs have developed the following strategic policy which sets
out in broad terms how the waste management needs in North London over the plan
period are being planned for

Strategic Policy for North London’s Waste

The North London Boroughs will identify sufficient capacity and land for the provision of
waste facilities to manage the equivalent of 100% of waste arisings (net self-sufficiency)
for Local Authority Collected Waste (LACW) and Commercial & Industrial (C&I) waste by
2026 and Construction & Demolition (C&D) waste by 2035, including hazardous waste.
The North London Boroughs will plan to manage as much of North London’s excavation
waste arisings within North London as practicable. To achieve this, the North London
Boroughs will plan to manage the quantities of waste set out in Table 8 over the next 15
years.

The North London Boroughs will encourage development on existing and new sites and
that promotes the movement of waste up the waste hierarchy, increases management of
waste as close to the source as practicable, and reduces exports of waste to landfill.

The North London Boroughs will continue to co-operate with waste planning authorities
who receive significant quantities of waste exports from North London.

7.2 Existing capacity and additional new capacity will be needed to meet North London’s
identified need for waste management over the plan period (2020-2035). Existing
waste capacity in North London is safeguarded and set out in Schedule 1 (see
Appendix 1) and land for new waste facilities is set out in Schedule 2 (see Policy 3).
The focus for new waste capacity in North London is for recycling and recovery
facilities to manage the quantities of waste set out in Table 8, thereby reducing
exports.

7.3 Table 8 sets out the quantities of waste, by waste stream, which need to be
managed within North London in order to meet the policy for net self-sufficiency
target for LACW and C&I waste by 2026 and C&D waste by 2035, including hazardous
waste. Table 8 also takes account of the policy to manage as much of North
London’s excavation waste arisings within North London as practicable. The
guantities of waste take into account population and economic growth and waste
targets including net self-sufficiency, apportionment, recycling and landfill diversion,
set out in the London Plan. The North London Boroughs are planning to meet more
than their apportionment targets and to manage the waste arisings for North
London set out in the London Plan. Further details of the methodology to estimate
waste arisings is available in the NLWP Data Study (2018).
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Table 8: Amount of waste to be managed within North London 2018-2035

Waste Stream 2018 2022 2027 2032 2035
(tonnes) (tonnes) (tonnes) (tonnes)
Estimated Waste 2,773,054 | 2,880,209 | 2,952,840 3,028,636 3,357,725
arising

> LACW 967,755 991,619 | 1,004,001 1,017,548 1,026,176

C

S C&l 774,768 800,321 833,451 867,949 889,332

E

% C&D 450,429 465,284 484,544 504,601 517,032

g Hazardous 53,421 53,421 53,421 53,421 53,421

Excavation 353,831 365,501 380,631 396,386 406,151

Agricultural 9,223 9,223 9,223 9,223 9,223

7.4 The North London Boroughs will monitor the NLWP against the quantities of waste
set out in Table 8 to ensure the strategic policy is being delivered. Monitoring
indicators are set out in Section 10 of this plan.

7.5 To enable waste planning authorities outside London to plan for North London’s

waste exports, Table 9 shows projected exports to landfill outside the North London
area. The figures represent waste which cannot be prepared for reuse,
recycled/composted, or used for other recovery and therefore has to be exported to
landfill. The North London boroughs will plan to manage the equivalent amount of
exported waste within North London through waste imports however, in reality,
some of North London’s waste will continue to cross borders to be managed or
disposed of in facilities which North London does not or cannot accommodate, such
as landfill or specialist hazardous waste facilities.

Table 9: Projected exports from North London to landfill 2018-2035

Waste Stream 2018 2022 2027 2032 2035
(tonnes) (tonnes) (tonnes) | (tonnes)

Excavation 405,634 419,012 436,356 454,419 465,613
C&l 112,496 109,868 111,666 114,569 117,392
C&D 26,534 23,114 24,071 25,067 25,685
LACW 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2000
Hazardous waste 12,741 12,741 12,741 12,741 12,741
Total 559,405 566,735 586,834 608,796 623,431
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Figure 12: Predicted Landfill Exports as a % total Waste Stream.
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7.6 The North London Boroughs have engaged with each of the main recipients of North

7.7

7.8

7.9

London’s waste to landfill and identified if there are planning reasons why similar
exports of waste cannot continue over the plan period, for example the planned
closure of a site. This work is set out in North London Exports to Landfill 2017-2032
(2018). The North London Boroughs have established that there are sites and
available void space in London, South East and East of England to take North
London’s estimated waste exports to 2035. The Boroughs will continue to co-
operate with waste planning authorities who receive North London’s waste, and
mechanisms for monitoring waste movements after the NLWP is adopted are set out
in in section 10.

The following section sets out how North London’s will meet its strategy for waste to
2035 in more detail, setting out each waste stream and management method
separately.

Local Authority Collected Waste (LACW) and Commercial & Industrial Waste (C&l)

Local Authority Collected Waste (LACW) and Commercial and Industrial (C&I) waste
streams comprise similar types of waste. The NLWP identifies sufficient land to
manage the equivalent of all LACW and C&lI waste arising in North London by 2026.

Recycling/Composting

The North London Waste Authority (NLWA) is seeking to achieve a household waste
recycling target of 50% by 2020 consistent with the targets set out in the North
London Joint Waste Strategy. The Authority and partner boroughs will continue to
seek to maximise recycling levels for LACW.
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There is a need for additional capacity for recycling for both LACW and C&I waste
streams throughout the plan period. As many facilities can manage both waste
streams, the need for recycling is combined.

In addition to recycling, the existing composting facility at Edmonton will be
displaced due to the development of the new Energy Recovery Facility. The NLWA
are not intending to build a replacement facility to meet this requirement. Current
contracts exist to export this waste outside the Plan area.

Recovery
Most LACW is managed at the Edmonton EcoPark facility which has an existing

capacity of around 550,000tpa. It is intended that the existing Edmonton facility will
be modified to enable connection to a heat network. The facility does not currently
accept C&I waste from private operators.

The existing Edmonton facility will be replaced in 2025. The NLWA have gained
consent for a new Energy Recovery Facility (ERF) with capacity of around 700,000
tonnes per annum to deal with all the residual waste under the control of the
Authority from 2025 until at least 2050. The planning framework for this site
includes the Edmonton EcoPark Supplementary Planning Document and emerging
Central Leeside Area Action Plan.

As the existing EfW facility at Edmonton does not currently treat C&I waste, there is
an immediate capacity gap for recovery of C&Il waste amounting to 1ha of land as
identified in Table 7. However, as no such facilities are currently in the pipeline, it is
likely the waste will continue to be exported in the short to medium term until 2025.
After this time, the recovery requirement of C&Il waste can be met by the new
Edmonton ERF to the end of the plan period in line with the objectives of the Mayors
Environment Strategy 2018

Transfer

NLWA manage three waste transfer stations in North London namely the Hendon
Rail Transfer Station (Barnet), Edmonton Ecopark Transfer Station (Enfield) and the
Hornsey Street Transfer Station (Islington). The Hendon Rail Transfer Facility in
Barnet is being relocated due to the Brent Cross Cricklewood development and a
planning application is currently under consideration for the new location within
Barnet.

Landfill

North London has no landfill sites and depends on capacity outside the Plan area.
The NLWA intend to minimise the amount of LACW sent direct to landfill by
maximising recycling and ensuring the existing EfW facility can sufficiently manage
the expected tonnage of North London’s residual waste up to 2025. Much less
waste will be exported to landfill from 2017/18 due to changes in contractual
arrangements and virtually no LACW will go to landfill by 2026.
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It is anticipated that some C&I waste will continue to be exported to landfill
throughout the plan period, although this will be a decreasing quantity as new
facilities become operational and recycling levels increase.

The North London Boroughs have established that there are landfill sites in London,
South East and East of England able to take North London’s waste between 2017 and
2035. See Figure 12 for the anticipated decline in landfilling of North London’s waste
over the plan period.

Construction, demolition and excavation waste (CD&E)

The NLWP will identify sufficient land to manage the equivalent of all Construction
and Demolition (C&D) waste arising in North London by 2035, while acknowledging
that some exports will continue, particularly for Excavation waste.

Recycling
The majority of C&D waste is recycled on site or through transfer facilities. Each

Borough Local Plan has a sustainable design and construction policy in place which
seeks to minimise waste generated during the design and construction of
development and re-use or recycling of materials on-site where possible.

North London has a number of transfer facilities which also recycle CD&E waste but
a large quantity is still exported to landfill, mainly excavation waste. Recycling
opportunities are likely to be mainly for C&D wastes although around 28% of
excavation waste is also recycled within North London, with 53% being disposed of
directly to landfill and 19% through treatment facilities. Taking account of the
diversion of C&D waste away from landfill, the Data Study has identified a capacity
gap of around 67,000 tonnes per annum from 2029, rising to around 102,000 tonnes
per annum by 2035 . Provision will be needed throughout the plan period.

A total of 2 hectares of land will be required to facilitate this provision.
Opportunities to re-use CD&E waste locally will be supported, though this cannot be
predicted with any certainty. Policy 8 ‘Inert Waste’ seeks to ensure that any planning
application for the recycling and reuse of inert waste for all types of development
demonstrates that viable opportunities to minimise construction and demolition
waste disposal will be taken, making use of existing industry codes of practice and
protocols, site waste management plans and relevant permits and exemptions
issued by the Environment Agency.

Landfill

North London has no landfill sites and depends on capacity outside the NLWP area.
Some of the CD&E waste stream, particularly excavation waste, will continue to be
exported to landfill unless opportunities materialise to re-use it locally. It is
anticipated that C&D waste exports to landfill will reduce over the plan period while
excavation waste exports will increase in line with growth.
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The North London Boroughs, working with waste planning authorities who receive
CD&E waste from North London, have identified constraints to the export of this
waste and have established that there are both alternative landfill sites and
adequate void space in London, South East and East of England to take North
London’s waste between 2017 and 2035. See Figure 12 for the anticipated decline in
landfilling of North London’s waste over the plan period.

Hazardous Waste

All the waste streams include some hazardous waste. Some facilities in North
London, whilst not classified as hazardous waste management facilities, are
permitted to manage a certain amount of hazardous waste alongside non-hazardous
wastes. Hazardous waste is more commonly managed in specialist facilities which
have and depend on wide catchment areas for their economic feasibility, and may
not be local to the source of the waste. Planning for hazardous waste is a strategic
issue (regionally and arguably nationally rather than sub-regional) and it is not
anticipated that land for facilities would be identified to meet the requirements of
North London alone, though the areas identified in the NLWP have been assessed
for their potential suitability for such facilities.

Recycling and Recovery

North London has one hazardous waste treatment facility with a capacity of around
3,600 tonnes per annum and two recycling facilities; one for metals and one for end
of life vehicles handling around 2,500 tonnes per annum between them. In addition,
other facilities permitted to manage hazardous waste include car breakers and metal
recycling sites, WEEE sites as well as RRCs which will accept, for example, paints and
batteries which require specialist treatment and disposal. Such sites will continue to
make a valuable contribution to managing North London’s hazardous waste
requirements.

There is a capacity gap for the recovery of around 2,500tonnes per annum, this is
considered too small a figure to plan for provision of a new facility and as such a
specific land requirement is not identified for this management option. There is a
requirement for recycling of around 17,000 tonnes per annum, requiring an
estimated 2ha of land. The North London Boroughs support the provision of such
facilities in appropriate locations and will work with the GLA and other Boroughs
across London to meet this need. It is noted in the sites and area profiles in
Appendix 2 of the NLWP where a site or area is not suitable for hazardous waste
recycling and recovery facilities. Any applications for hazardous waste facilities in
North London that do come forward will be considered on a case by case basis.
However, in the short term it is likely that hazardous waste will continue to be
exported to the most appropriate specialist facilities.

Landfill

The need for export to landfill of around 13,000 tonnes per annum, is expected to
continue due to inability of the area for provide this type of facility. The North
London Boroughs will continue to work with waste planning authorities who receive
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hazardous waste from North London to identify constraints to the continued export
of this waste and identify potential new destinations if necessary.

Agricultural Waste

The small amount of agricultural waste generated in North London is not expected
to increase over the plan period and there is no requirement to plan for additional
facilities to manage this waste stream.

Low Level Radioactive Waste

The very small amount of Low Level Non-Nuclear Radioactive Waste (LLW) arising in
North London is produced as wastewater and disposed of through foul sewer and it
is expected that this will continue Any more specialist waste which may be produced
would need to be managed outside the area in specialist facilities. It is therefore not
necessary to plan for additional facilities in North London for this waste stream.

Waste Water

The main Thames Water sewage treatment facility in North London is Deephams
Sewage Treatment Works (STW), operated by Thames Water. Work to upgrade this
facility was completed in 2017. Thames Water anticipates this will provide sufficient
effluent treatment capacity to meet its needs during the plan period. Thames Water
is also proposing an upgrade to the sewage sludge treatment stream at the site
which will be sufficient to meet its needs during the plan period. It is therefore not
necessary to identify additional land for this waste stream in the NLWP, however any
new facility for waste water will be assessed against Policy 8.
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Sites and Areas

Context

This section sets out the approach to identifying sufficient land for future waste
management facilities in North London to ensure the delivery of the identified
capacity requirements Sections 3-6 of the NPPW set out the approach Local Plans
should take to identify future waste requirements over the plan period and this has
been used to help develop the approach to identifying future locations for waste
development in North London. Assessment criteria have been developed using waste
planning policy and in consultation with key stakeholders in a series of focus groups..

The NLWP identifies a number of areas to meet future waste needs. An 'area’
comprises a number of individual plots of land, for example, an industrial estate or
employment area that is in principle suitable for waste use but where land is not
specifically safeguarded for waste. The NPPW and the draft London Plan endorse the
identification of “sites and/or areas” in Local Plans. The approach is also supported
by the waste industry and key stakeholder in consultation. It was initially intended to
also identify sites within the NLWP, i.e. individual plots of land that would be
safeguarded for waste use. However, only one site was brought forward by
landowners during the call for sites exercises and no further sites are required for
the management of LACW. As a result, only areas have been identified.

Expansion of existing Waste Management Facilities

Existing waste management facilities are also a key part of future provision. A call for
sites exercise in 2014 targeted existing waste operators in North London, seeking
information on any planned capacity expansion or upgrades to existing facilities.
Three sites were put forward: Edmonton EcoPark, Deephams Sewage Treatment
Works and Powerday in Enfield. Any applications for expansion or consolidation of
existing waste management sites will be considered against NLWP policies and those
of the Borough Local Plan in which the proposal is situated. A further exercise was
also undertaken in 2018 but no new sites were put forward for expansion.

Edmonton EcoPark

In November 2014 the NLWA announced plans for the development of a new Energy
Recovery Facility (ERF) - the North London Heat and Power Project - on their existing
site at the Edmonton EcoPark in Enfield. This will replace the existing Energy from
Waste (EfW) plant at the EcoPark that is coming to the end of its operational life.
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A Development Consent Order (DCO) has been approved by the Secretary of State
for the new ERF which will manage the treatment of the residual element of LACW
during the NLWP plan period and beyond. The replacement facility, expected to be
operational from 2025, will generate power for around 127,000 homes and provide
heat for local homes and businesses as part of a decentralised energy network
known as the Lee Valley Heat Network, trading as energetik.’

The NLWA’s DCO allows for the loss of the composting plant at the Edmonton
EcoPark site in 2020 to make way for the new ERF facility to be built whilst
maintaining the current EfW operation. The development also includes a Resource
Recovery Facility (RRF) including a new Reuse and Recycling Centre (RRC), a
relocated transfer hall and a bulky waste/fuel preparation facility on the site.

Once the new facility has been developed, the existing EfW facility will be
demolished. The associated parcel of land, on which the current plant is located, will
continue to be safeguarded for future waste use, and will become available towards
the end of the plan period. The development of Edmonton EcoPark for the new ERF
will provide a strategic facility for the NLWP and provide a solution for managing the
non-recyclable element of LACW. Delivery of this facility will see the NLWA continue
to manage LACW from the North London Boroughs and help reduce the reliance on
disposal of waste to landfill. Enfield Council have adopted Edmonton EcoPark
Supplementary Planning Document and have submitted the Central Leeside Area
Action Plan for independent examination, both of which provide more detail on the
planning framework and objectives for this site.

Deephams Sewage Treatment Works

Deephams Sewage Treatment Works is a waste water treatment facility in
Edmonton. The works serves a large area of north east London, both inside and
outside the M25 corridor. The Environment Agency has issued a significantly tighter
environmental permit in respect of sewage treatment standards that came into force
in March 2017 and requires Thames Water to make improvements to the quality of
the discharged effluent. The need for an effluent upgrade to Deephams Sewage
Treatment Works (STW) is highlighted in the National Planning Statement on Waste
Water, and planning permission for this work was granted by Enfield Council on 20t
February 2015. Work has started and is expected to continue for a minimum of 7
years.

Thames Water is also proposing an upgrade to the sewage sludge treatment stream
at Deephams STW during its 2015 to 2020 business plan period by providing
enhanced sludge treatment plant within the boundaries of the existing site. Enfield
Council will continue work with Thames Water and the Environment Agency to
ensure that adequate and appropriate waste water treatment infrastructure is
provided. Any new waste water facility will be assessed under Policy 7.
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Powerday

Powerday in Enfield is an existing site currently operating as a Waste Transfer
Station. Planning permission was granted for an upgrade to a Materials Recovery
Facility (MRF) capable of handling 300,000 tonnes of C&I and C&D waste per annum
and the new facility was opened in 2015.

Loss and re-provision of existing waste management facilities

Where existing sites need to be relocated, compensatory capacity is required in
order to comply with the London Plan, Borough Local Plans and, once adopted, the
NLWP. It is known that some capacity will be lost during the plan period. Some of
this capacity will be replaced within North London, some outside North London with
a net loss to North London but not to London as a whole, and some is as yet
unknown. Where such issues are known and new sites have already been sought,
this information has been fed in to the Plan process and information has been given
in Schedule 1.

The North London Boroughs are aware that the regeneration of Brent Cross
Cricklewood redevelopment (BXC) is likely to affect existing waste sites, comprising a
NLWA transfer station and three commercial operations. These sites will be
redeveloped under the approved planning permission for the regeneration of Brent
Cross Circklewood (Barnet planning application reference F/04687/13). The Hendon
Rail Transfer Station (BAR 4) will be replaced as part of the BXC development with a
new facility on site SO1-BA to meet the NLWA's requirements. The existing facilities
at BAR 6 and BAR 7 fall within the land required to deliver the first Southern phase of
the BXC regeneration which is anticipated will commence in early 2018. Replacement
capacity for these sites will not be provided prior to their redevelopment and
therefore replacement capacity will be sought outside of the BXC regeneration area
on alternative sites / areas to be identified by the London Borough of Barnet by 2025
in line with the planning permission.

The impact of Crossrail 2 on existing and proposed new areas

8.13

8.14

Transport for London has been consulting on Crossrail 2. The timetable for a Hybrid
Bill submission is at present unknown. Depending on the route selected, some
existing waste sites and proposed areas identified as suitable for new facilities might
be affected by the scheme.

At the time of publication, only one location (A02-BA-Oakleigh Road) within an Area
identified in Schedule 2 New locations for waste management has been identified in
the Crossrail 2 safeguarding directions issued in January 2015. This plot of land
(shown in Appendix 2) has been safeguarded in order to deliver part of the
construction of Crossrail 2 and will be released after this is completed. However, as
the scheme develops and further information is made available on the preferred
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route, there could be locations within other Areas, which may be required for the
purpose of constructing Crossrail 2, particularly along the West Anglia Mainline.
Once known, should applications for waste uses come forward in these locations,
they will need to be subject of consultation with TfL and Network Rail as necessary.

Furthermore, a number of the new Areas identified in Schedule 2 Areas suitable for
waste management are in locations close to Crossrail 2 stations and could make a
valuable contribution towards realising the wider benefits of Crossrail 2 in terms of
both delivering additional homes and supporting wider regeneration. Those Areas
which in part may have such a role in the longer term include:

e A12-EN —Eley’s Estate

e A22-HR - Friern Barnet Sewage Works
e A19-HR - Brantwood Road

e A21-HR - North East Tottenham

Known information on Crossrail2 is detailed further in the site profiles in Appendix 2
and in the proformas in the Sites and Areas Report.

In line with the NLWP approach to Opportunity Areas and Housing Zones as set out
in section 2, any non-waste related development in these locations will need to be
brought forward in a way that safeguards existing capacity (see Policy 1) and
considers future waste management requirements alongside the need to deliver
new homes and more intensive employment uses. Within these locations there is
likely to be significant benefit in seeking opportunities to co-locate or consolidate
existing waste uses so as to minimise potential conflict and ensure that they can
coexist alongside residential and other more sensitive uses.

As required, the North London Boroughs will work proactively with the GLA and TfL
to create proposals which address these issues ensuring that North London’s waste
management needs can be met whilst helping to realise the significant opportunities
associated with schemes such as Crossrail 2.

How the impact of Crossrail 2 on the NLWP will be monitored and managed is
addressed under Indicator 2 of the monitoring arrangements in section 10.

Site and Area Search Criteria

The proposed site and area search criteria used in the NLWP site selection process
were developed based on the requirements of national waste planning policy. Both
planning and spatial criteria were discussed with key stakeholders through a focus
group session in spring 2014 . Following the introduction of the NPPW in October
2014, the site search criteria were reviewed to ensure compliance with this
document.
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Site and Area Search and Selection Process (Methodology)

An extensive site and area search and selection process has been undertaken. Full
details of the site selection exercise are set out in the ‘Sites and Areas Report’
available on the NLWP website. In summary it has involved the following key stages:

Vi.

Survey of existing waste sites — this involved a detailed review of the existing
waste sites, including obtaining information from the operators on their
future plans and validation of existing information held regarding their sites.
This work indicated that there was insufficient capacity within existing sites to
meet the expected waste arisings over the plan period.

Call for sites - a call for sites exercise was carried out in two stages. This
included targeting existing operators, landowners and other interested
parties requesting them to put sites forward for consideration.

Land availability search — this was an initial search into the land available in
North London that may be suitable for the development of waste
management infrastructure. At this stage, all available sites and areas were
included in the process in order that the site assessment process for the
NLWP could then be applied. The result of this work was to identify a long list
of potential sites.

Desk based site and area assessment — the long list of sites and areas was
then assessed against the selection criteria. As shown in Table 8 below, the
assessment criteria were split into two levels, absolute criteria and screening
criteria. The absolute criteria were applied first to determine if the identified
constraints affected part of the proposed sites and areas, resulting in their
removal. The remaining sites and areas were then subject to the screening
criteria. The aim of using the absolute criteria was to ensure that those
sites/areas which are wholly unsuitable are excluded from further
consideration and to identify those which may be suitable.

Site visits were undertaken in August and October 2014 to check and refine
information from the desk based assessment and make a visual assessment
of the suitability for different types of waste management facilities as well as
the relationship with adjoining development. The information was used to
complete the criteria-based assessment to ultimately determine the
suitability of the sites/areas for future waste development as well as evaluate
the potential facility types.

Areas identified as suitable for future waste management facilities were
subject to an assessment to calculate the level of capacity they could
reasonably be expected to provide. Firstly the proportion of North London’s
industrial land in waste use was established. This showed the ability of waste
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facilities to compete with other land uses in these areas was good and that
waste is a growing sector in contrast to declining industries such as
manufacturing. Secondly, a review of the vacancy rates and business churn
for industrial land was used to estimate the proportion of land within these
areas which are likely to become available over the plan period. Further
information is available in the Sites and Areas Report.

Sustainability Appraisal17 and Habitats Regulation Assessment™® of sites/areas
— all proposed sites have been subject to these assessments and the findings
fed into the policy recommendations.

Consultation with Landowners — Following completion of the above, land
owners for all the sites remaining were contacted to seek feedback on the
inclusion of their land as a waste site allocation. The findings of this work
have further refined the list of sites and further information can be found in
the Sites and Areas Report.

Sequential test — any sites lying within a level 2 or 3 flood risk zone have been
subject to sequential testing to assess the potential impact of a waste
development in this zone. The results of this work can be found in the Sites
and Areas Report.

The assessment criteria applied to all sites and areas is listed in Table 10 below. The
criteria have been used in assessing sites and areas during both the desk based
assessment and site visits.

Table 10: Sites and Areas Assessment Criteria

Absolute Criteria Screening Criteria

e Metropolitan Open Land (MOL)
e Green Belt (for built facilities)

e Grade 1 & 2 agricultural land (part of

the Green belt)

e Sites of international importance for

conservation e.g. Ramsar sites, Special

Sites of local importance for nature
conservation (SINCs)

Flood risk areas/flood plain
Accessibility (proximity to road, rail,
canal/river)

Sites greater than 2km from the

7 Sustainability appraisal is the assessment of the potential impact against an agreed set of social, environmental and
economic objectives. It encompasses the requirement of Strategic Environmental Assessment which is a requirement of

Europe that all plans undergo.

® HRA is a requirement of Europe that all plans are assessed against their potential impact of natura 2000 sites.
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Absolute Criteria

Screening Criteria

Areas of Conservation (SACs) and
Special Protection Areas (SPAs)

Sites of national importance for
conservation e.g. Sites of Special
Scientific Interest and National Nature
Reserves

Ancient Woodlands

Scheduled Ancient Monuments

Listed Buildings (grade | and 11*)
Registered Parks and Gardens (grade |
and I1*)

Registered battle fields

Areas of Qutstanding Natural Beauty
(AONB)

Protected open spaces

Landscape designations such as Areas
of Special Character (part of the

Green Belt)

primary route network

Ground water protection zones
Surface waters

Major aquifers

Airfield safeguarding areas (Birdstrike
zones)

Air Quality Management Areas
Unstable land

Green belt (for non-built facilities)
Local Plan designations

Settings of Scheduled Ancient
Monuments

Settings of Listed Buildings
Settings of Registered Parks and
Gardens (grade | and II*)
Neighbouring land uses

Proximity to sensitive receptors

Draft Plan Consultation

8.23 The sites and areas identified as a result of the methodology set out above were
consulted on as part of the Draft Plan prepared under Regulation 18 of the Town and
Country Planning Regulations 2012.

8.24 In preparing this (Proposed Submission) version of the NLWP, and deciding which
sites and areas to take forward, the North London Boroughs took into account
national and regional policy, the aims of the NLWP and consultation responses on
the Draft Plan, including issues raised around deliverability and other constraints.
Further work was undertaken to gather and assess additional information on the
proposed sites and areas received during the consultation or as a result of new data
being published.
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The North London Boroughs developed a range of reasonable options for taking
forward sites and areas in the Proposed Submission version of the plan. The
preferred option was to take forward land designated as industrial land and high-
performing (Band B) sites/areas, while achieving a better geographical spread by
reducing the number of sites identified in Enfield. This focus on industrial land and
the highest performing areas helps to locate waste facilities away from residential
properties, as far as this is possible in an urban area like North London. Further
details are set out in Options Appraisal for Sites and Areas to be taken forward in the
Proposed Submission NLWP (2018.

The areas, shown in Figure 13 (see also Schedule 2 in section 9), have been identified
as suitable for built waste management facilities.. The areas are being put forward as
they comply with the NLWP Spatial Framework which is reflected in the site selection
criteria, as well as a range of environmental, social and economic criteria set out in
the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report. During the course of the plan, it is
expected that land will become available as part of the business churn. Any
proposals for waste facilities within the areas will be subject to planning permission.
No provision is made for landfill due to the inability of the Plan area to accommodate
development of landfill.
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Figure 13: Location of proposed new areas
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9 Policies

9.1

9.2

9.3

The policies set out in this section will form part of each Borough’s ‘development
plan” which also includes the Mayor’s London Plan and individual borough Local
Plans (see Figure 2). All planning applications for waste uses will be assessed against
the following NLWP policies and other relevant policies in the development plan and
any associated Supplementary Documents (SPD)/guidance. Any proposals for waste
development will be expected to take account of the full suite of relevant policies
and guidance.

The NLWP policies will help deliver the NLWP’s aim and objectives (section 3), Spatial
Framework (section 4) and the Strategy Policy for North London’s Waste (section 7).
The supporting text sets out why the particular policy approach has been chosen,
any alternatives considered and how the policy will be implemented.

The policies are:

Policy 1: Existing waste management sites

Policy 2: Locations for new waste management facilities
Policy 3: Windfall sites

Policy 4: Re-use & Recycling Centres

Policy 5 Assessment criteria for waste management facilities and related
development
Policy 6: Energy recovery and decentralised energy

Policy 7 Waste Water Treatment Works and Sewage Plant
Policy 8: Control of Inert Waste

Policy 1: Existing waste management sites

Policy 1: Existing waste management sites

All existing waste management sites identified in Schedule 1: Existing safequarded
waste sites in North London, and any other sites that are given planning permission
for waste use, are safeguarded for waste use.

Expansion or intensification of operations at existing waste sites will be supported
where the proposal is in line with relevant aims and policies in the North London
Waste Plan, the London Plan, Local Plans and related guidance.

Applications for non-waste uses on safeguarded waste sites will only be permitted
where it is clearly demonstrated to the satisfaction of the relevant borough that
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compensatory capacity will be delivered in line with the spatial framework on a
suitable replacement site in North London, that must at least meet, and, if possible,
exceed, the maximum achievable throughput of the site proposed to be lost and help
to promote the increased geographical spread of waste sites across the plan area.

Development proposals in close proximity to existing safeguarded waste sites or sites
allocated for waste use which would prevent or prejudice the use of those sites for
waste purposes will be resisted under the agent of change principle unless design
standards or other suitable mitigation measures are adopted to ensure that the
amenity of any new residents would not be significantly adversely impacted by the
continuation of waste use at that location or suitable compensatory provision has
been made for the waste use elsewhere within the Plan area.

This policy helps meet strategic objectives SO2 and SO3

This policy contributes towards Spatial Framework components A and C

9.4

9.5

9.6

9.7

The purpose of Policy 1 is to ensure that the existing waste capacity in North London
is protected and is able to expand where appropriate. It applies to sites with existing
operational waste facilities, and any other sites developed for waste use throughout
the plan period.

Schedule 1: Existing safeguarded waste sites in North London is in Appendix 1. The
London Plan requires boroughs to protect their existing waste capacity and each
North London Borough is safeguarding this land through their Local Plan and Policies
Map. The contribution currently made by these facilities, and their future
contribution, is taken into account in the estimation of how much additional waste
management capacity is needed throughout the plan period, so it is important to
protect these existing facilities to ensure there is sufficient capacity available to meet
identified needs over the plan period. If existing facilities were lost and the capacity
not replaced elsewhere in North London, this would result in additional waste
capacity being required to meet the identified need and achieve net self-sufficiency.

Planning applications for expansion of existing waste facilities will be supported
where they are in alighment with policies in this Plan and with Borough Local Plans.

If, for any reason, an existing waste site is to be lost to non-waste use, compensatory
provision will be required within North London. Replacement provision will be
calculated using the maximum achievable throughput (tonnes per annum) that the
site has achieved as set out in the EA Waste Data Interrogator. Maximum
throughput for existing sites 2009-2016 can be found in the Data Study Part 3: Sites
Schedule Report Tables 1-7: Assessment of existing waste management capacity.
This information is sourced from the Environment Agency’s Waste Data Interrogator.
Applicants will need to demonstrate that provision of replacement capacity is
secured before permission is granted for an alternative use. This could be through a
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compensatory site of a suitable size to meet at least the maximum annual
throughput or an increase of capacity in an existing facility. However, it may not be
necessary for replacement sites to be on a ‘like for like’ basis, for example, a new site
with a larger capacity might replace a number of sites with individually smaller, but
combined equivalent, capacity.

Compensatory provision should be delivered in accordance with the spatial
framework and such proposals will need to demonstrate compliance with Policy 3
(Windfall sites) and 5 (Assessment Criteria for waste management facilities and
related development) of the NLWP. The area of search for a replacement site should
be within North London. As set out within Section 4, a key Spatial Principle of the
NLWP is to establish a geographical spread of waste sites across North London,
consistent with the principles of sustainable development. The aim is to ensure that
waste is managed efficiently and as close to its source as possible whilst minimising
any negative cumulative impacts resulting from a high concentration of waste
facilities. Avoiding an unduly high concentration of waste facilities in a location is
consistent with the overarching objectives of sustainable development, identified
within the NPPF and would leave land available for other uses. The most suitable
location for the re-provision of a site lost to non-waste development may therefore
not necessarily be within the same north London borough as the displaced site.
Adequate evidence of compensatory provision will be required to the satisfaction of
the local planning authority before planning permission for redevelopment
proposing loss of a facility is granted.

Any sites that come forward and receive planning permission for waste development
which are implemented in the lifetime of the NLWP will be regarded as existing
waste sites in North London and safeguarded under the provisions of this Policy (1).

Policy 1 also seeks to protect existing and permitted waste sites from the influence
of an incompatible use in close proximity prejudicing the continuation or further
development of waste operations at that location. Waste facilities have an
important role to play in ensuring that communities are sustainable. Identifying and
safeguarding suitable sites for waste facilities is challenging with issues relating to
public amenity, access, hydrology, and geology, amongst others, to consider. In
addition, waste is a relatively ‘low value’ land use which, although capable of
competing with other industrial type uses, cannot outbid higher value uses. The
introduction of sensitive types of development nearby, such as housing, could have
an adverse impact on the continued operation of the existing sites in North London
and their ability to provide sufficient waste capacity as well as helping meet waste
recycling, diversion and recovery targets. This would undermine the anticipated
capacity of the network of existing facilities across North London to manage waste
and consequently the overall deliverability of the NLWP. The NPPF and the draft
London Plan sets out the ‘Agent of Change’ principle. This principle places the
responsibility of mitigating the noise impact (from existing noise-generating
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businesses) on the proposed new development. Developers proposing non-waste
development in close proximity to existing waste sites should be aware of the
potential impacts on existing waste operations and plan this into their development
so as not to prevent or prejudice the continued waste use in that location, otherwise
such developments will not be permitted. Accordingly proposed non-waste
developments should be designed to protect both the amenity of potential new
residential developments and the existing waste operation within that area.

Policy 2: Locations for new waste management facilities

Policy 2: Locations for new waste management facilities

Areas listed in Schedule 2: Areas suitable for waste management and Schedule 3: Areas
identified in LLDC Local Plan are identified as suitable for built waste management facilities.

Applications for waste management development will be permitted on suitable land within
the areas identified in Schedule 2 subject to other policies in the North London Waste Plan,
the London Plan and Local Plans, and related guidance.

Development proposals will need to manage waste as far up the waste hierarchy as
practicable.

Applications for waste management development within the areas identified in Schedule 3
will be assessed by the London Legacy Development Corporation.

This policy helps meet strategic objectives SO1, SO2, SO3 and SO5

This policy contributes towards Spatial Framework components B and F

Table 11: Schedule 2 Areas suitable for waste management

A02-BA Oakleigh Road 0.99 | Barnet X X X
A03-BA Brunswick Industrial Park 3.9 | Barnet X X
A04-BA Mill Hill Industrial Estate 0.9 | Barnet X X
AO05-BA Connaught Business Centre 0.9 Barnet X X
A12-EN Eley’s Estate 26.1 | Enfield X | X[ X]|X|X
A15-HC Millfields LSIS 1.48 | Hackney X

A19-HR Brantwood Road 16.9 | Haringey X X | X
A21-HR North East Tottenham 15.32 | Haringey X X | X
A22-HR Friern Barnet Sewage Works/ 5.95 | Haringey X | X X
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Pinkham Way

A24-WF Argall Avenue 26.91 | Waltham Forest | X | X X

Table 12: Schedule 3 Areas identified in LLDC Local Plan

LLDC1-HC Bartrip Street 0.6 | Hackney X X

LLDC2-HC Chapman Road (Palace 0.33 | Hackney X X
Close)

LLDC3-WF Temple Mill Lane 2.1 | Waltham Forest | X | X X

9.11 Policy 2 identifies areas and their suitability for a range of built waste management
facilities. National and European requirements state that waste plans must identify
locations where future waste development may take place. In addition, the London
Plan requires boroughs to allocate sufficient land to provide capacity to manage
apportioned waste.

9.12 The NLWP data study has identified capacity gaps for waste management during the
plan period for the preferred option of net self-sufficiency. The purpose of Policy 2 is
to ensure that sufficient land is identified to accommodate built waste management
facilities to deal with these identified capacity gaps for North London.

9.13 The NLWHP identifies several areas to provide land suitable for the development of
waste management facilities. Each 'area' comprises a number of individual plots of
land, for example, an industrial estate or employment area that is in principle
suitable for waste use but where land is not safeguarded for waste. The
identification of areas suitable for waste uses, subject to detailed site assessment at
planning application stage, will help to achieve net self-sufficiency whilst
encouraging co-location of facilities and complementary activities (an objective of
the NPPW and Spatial Framework).

9.14 The areas are considered to be in the most suitable, sustainable and deliverable
locations in North London for new waste management facilities when assessed
against a range of environmental, economic and social factors and the Spatial
Framework.

9.15 The site profiles in Appendix 2, indicate the size of each area, the type of facility
likely to be accommodated on the area, and any mitigation measures which may be
required. Developers should be aware that any type of facility listed as potentially
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suitable is subject to consideration against the full suite of relevant local planning
policies/guidance.

9.16 The ability of areas to accommodate a range of types and sizes of waste
management facility is important to the flexibility of the Waste Plan. Table 13: Key to
Waste Management Facility Types contains a full list of the types of facilities which
were considered when assessing sites and which may be required over the plan
period to meet the identified capacity gap. The facility types identified are broad
categories which may come forward over the plan period. The order of facility types
reflects their place in the waste hierarchy, with categories A and B at the ‘recycling’
level and C-E at the ‘other recovery’ level. Applicants should take account of this
order when responding to the second criteria of Policy 2 which requires
development proposals to manage waste as far up the waste hierarchy as
practicable.

9.17 The NLWP recognises that currently emerging or unknown waste management
technologies, not listed in Table 13 'Key to Waste Facility Types', may be proposed
on allocated sites and within identified areas during the plan period as new ways of
treating waste come to the fore. As with all proposals, those for waste management
technologies not listed will be assessed against the relevant NLWP policies, policies
in the London Plan, Borough Local Plan policies and related guidance.

Table 13: Key to Waste Management Facility Type

Recycling

Composting (including indoor / in-vessel composting)

Integrated resource recovery facilities / resource parks

g0 m| >

Waste treatment facility (including thermal treatment, anaerobic digestion,
pyrolysis / gasification, mechanical biological treatment)
E Waste transfer

9.18 A full assessment of the suitability of the area for a facility type should be prepared
by the developer to inform any development application for waste use. This will
allow for a more detailed analysis and consideration of potential impacts associated
with a specific proposal at the planning application stage.

9.19 In North London the most likely options for waste management will be recycling and
recovery. The test of whether the proposed management is acceptable in terms of
the waste hierarchy will be based on the type of waste and the treatment proposed
and demand.

9.20 It is not within the remit of the NLWP to directly allocate sites/areas within the
London Legacy Development Corporation (LLDC) planning authority area; this falls to
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the LLDC Local Plan. Therefore Schedule 4 sets out separately those areas identified
in the LLDC Local Plan as being potentially suitable for built waste management
facilities.

Policy 3: Windfall Sites

Policy 3: Windfall Sites
Applications for waste development on windfall sites outside of the sites and
areas identified in Schedules 1,2 and 3 will be permitted provided that the
proposal can demonstrate that:
a)the sites and areas identified in Schedules 1, 2 and 3 are not available or
suitable for the proposed use or the proposed site would be better suited
to meeting the identified need having regard to the Spatial Principles;
b)the proposed site meets the criteria for built facilities used in the site
selection process (see Table 10 of Section 8 of the NLWP) the proposal
fits within the NLWP Spatial Framework, and contributes to the delivery
of the NLWP aim and objectives;
c) future potential development including Opportunity Areas identified in the
London Plan, and transport infrastructure improvements such as West
Anglia Main Line, Four Tracking and Crossrail 2 would not be
compromised by the proposals,;
d)it is in line with relevant aims and policies in the NLWP, London Plan,
Opportunity Area Planning Frameworks, Local Plans and related guidance;
and
e)waste is being managed as far up the waste hierarchy as practicable

This policy helps meet strategic objectives SO2 and SO3

This policy contributes towards Spatial Framework components B

9.21 The purpose of this policy is to ensure that development for new waste facilities on
sites which do not form part of the planned strategy in the NLWP make a positive
contribution to managing waste in North London. Windfall sites refer to locations
which are not identified in Schedules 1-3 of this Plan. Windfall sites will cater for the
needs of new waste facilities as well as those of displaced facilities lost under
proposals considered under Policy 1. Windfall sites will also need to comply with
Policy5 which applies to all proposed waste developments.

9.22 The site search process for suitable potential locations for waste facilities has been
extensive, thorough, and subject to public consultation, Equality Impact Assessment
(EQIA), Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA).
However, there remains a possibility that sites not identified in the plan i.e. windfall
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sites may be brought forward by operators or landowners for waste development
over the plan period.

Developers of windfall sites are required to demonstrate why the sites and areas in
Schedules 1, 2 and 3 are not available or suitable or that the proposed site would be
better suited to meeting the identified need having regard to the Spatial Principles of
the NLWP. There may be instances in the future where advances in waste
technologies are such that the identified sites/areas 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 or user of heat. Some of the areas
identified in Policy 2 may become unavailable over the Plan period because they will
be used for other purposes or affected by future development proposals such as
Crossrail 2 and Opportunity Areas. Locating certain types of waste processing sites
within large scale redevelopment areas may also have benefits for reducing need for
waste transport especially during the construction phase for the management of
CDE. In addition, it is also recognised that proposals on windfall site may come
forward to provide capacity for displaced facilities from within the plan area where
existing capacity needs to be re-provided locally and this need cannot be net through
the existing allocations.

Proposals for waste development on windfall sites will be supported where the
proposal would not compromise existing planning designations and where the
impacts on communities and environment can be satisfactorily controlled. This
should not work against the principle of balanced geographical distribution as set out
in the Spatial Framework.

Proposals for waste development on windfall sites should be in line with the London
Plan, the NLWP, and Local Plans adopted by the North London boroughs. Proposals
for waste facilities on windfall sites will need to demonstrate compliance with the
same planning and spatial criteria (Table 10, section 8) used for the identification of
sites and areas in the NLWP, and any other relevant material considerations,
including the assessment criteria as set out within policy 5. The windfall sites policy
has been developed to ensure that any unplanned development contributes
positively to future waste capacity in the plan area while not undermining the
approach to development set out in the NLWP, the London Plan and Local Plans.
Any waste development brought forward on a windfall site must meet the same high
level of sustainability as the areas identified through the site selection process.

Applications for waste developments on windfall sites will need to demonstrate how
the application supports delivery of the NLWP and assists in the aim of net self-
sufficiency by providing capacity that addresses the requirements of North London
to manage more of its own waste or in providing replacement capacity for an
existing facility which has been displaced. In line with the aim and objectives of the
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plan, planning applications will need to demonstrate that there will be social,
economic and environmental benefits from the development and that amenity will
be protected.

Historically, waste development has been concentrated within the east and west of
North London. Policy 3 provides an opportunity to develop a wider network of sites
across the area, in line with the Spatial Framework. This policy allows new sites to
come forward across the area where demand and commercial opportunity arise
helping to provide a wider spread of facilities across the plan area in future.

There will be mixed use developments across North London within the period of the
NLWP. The revised London Plan sets out a framework for development of new
housing and employment together with the ancillary development necessary to
sustain that development. Crossrail 2 will impact considerably on north London as
mixed use development is expected to accumulate around Crossrail 2 stations.

In large scale redevelopment areas across the boroughs there is opportunity to plan
for waste uses to form part of the master-planning process. In this way it should be
possible to design-out any potential land use conflicts with non-waste uses in close
proximity and support the agent of change principle as promoted by the London
Plan. In such areas it may also be beneficial to allow temporary sites that can
manage CDE waste generated as part of the redevelopment, subject to licencing and
planning requirements.

In areas which contain a mixed use of employment and housing, suitable waste uses
are likely to be re-use, repair or recycling uses. The following issues need special
considerations when designing waste facilities into a mixed use area as part of the
master planning process.

e How to minimise visual and acoustic nuisance from the site to residential
properties and other uses, including utilising suitable screening, building
orientation including avoiding residential units overlooking waste
operations or vehicle site access points, and use of appropriate building
materials.

e Impact of odour, dust, litter on local amenity — An Environmental
Management Plan to be submitted in support of a planning application to
be applied to prevent such impacts from becoming a nuisance;

e Access and traffic — consider the most appropriate route and timing for
vehicles to access the waste facility and separation of access to avoid
conflict with traffic and access associated with neighbouring uses.

These issues are considered in more detail in policy 5 including a presumption that

waste uses will be enclosed.
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The test of whether the proposed operations are acceptable in terms of the waste
hierarchy will be based on the type of waste and the treatment proposed and
demand.

Policy 4 — Re-use & Recycling Centres

Policy 4 — Re-use & Recycling Centres

Proposals for Re-use & Recycling Centres will be permitted where:
a) They are sited in an area of identified need for new facilities in Barnet or Enfield or

elsewhere where they improve the coverage of centres across the North London
Boroughs, and;

b) They are in line with relevant aims and policies in the North London Waste Plan,

London Plan, Local Plans and other related guidance.

This policy helps meet strategic objectives SO1, SO2 and SO3

This policy contributes towards Spatial Framework components B

9.32

9.33

Re-use & Recycling Centres (RRCs) provide members of the public with access to a
wider range of recycling facilities and they also deal with bulky items. There are
currently nine RRCs in North London of which eight are the responsibility of the
North London Waste Authority (NLWA). They are safeguarded for waste use under
Policy 1. The NLWA has identified areas of deficiency in coverage in parts of Barnet
and Enfield and is seeking to address this by providing new or replacement sites so
that 95% of residents live within two miles (measured as a straight line) of a facility™®
- see Figure 7 in Section 4. The NLWA is also proposing a new RRC on the Edmonton
EcoPark site as part of its current Development Consent Order (DCO) application on
the site. The Spatial Framework seeks a network of waste sites across North London
and, as part of this aim, to ensure residents have good access to RRCs where there is
an identified need.

Re-use & Recycling Centres should be located where they can provide appropriate
access for members of the public and for contractors and their vehicles. They are
best sited on former waste sites or in areas of industrial or employment land and
need to be of a sufficient size for the range and quantity of materials likely to be
received. Sites within areas identified in Schedules 2 and 3 Areas suitable for waste

'® Household Waste Recycling Centre Policy, North London Waste Authority (June 2010)
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management are likely to be suitable. There may be scope to provide localised
recycling centres as part of major new development.

Policy 5: Assessment Criteria for waste management facilities and related
development

Policy 5: Assessment Criteria for waste management facilities and related development

Applications for waste management facilities and related development, including those

replacing or expanding existing sites, will be required to demonstrate to the satisfaction of

the relevant Borough that:

a)

b)

c)

d)

f)

g)

h)

j)

k)

the amenity of local residents is protected;

the facility will be enclosed unless justification can be provided by the developer as to
why that is not necessary;

adequate means of controlling noise, vibration, dust, litter, vermin, odours, air and
water-borne contaminants and other emissions are incorporated into the scheme;

there is no significant adverse effect on any established, permitted or allocated land uses
likely to be affected by the development;

the development is of a scale, form and character in keeping with its location and
incorporates appropriate high quality design;

there is no significant adverse impact on the historic environment (heritage assets and
their settings, and undesignated remains within Archaeological Priority Areas), open
spaces or land in recreational use or landscape character of the area including the Lee
Valley Regional Park;

active consideration has been given to the transportation of waste by modes other than
road, principally by water and rail;

there are no significant adverse transport effects outside or inside the site as a result of
the development;

the development makes the fullest possible contribution to climate change adaptation anc
mitigation;
the development has no adverse effect on the integrity of an area designated under the

Habitats Directive and no significant adverse effect on local biodiversity or water quality;

there will be no significant impact on the quality of underlying soils, surface or
groundwater;

the development has no adverse impact on Flood Risk on or off site and aims to reduce
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risk where possible;
m) appropriate permits are held or have been applied for from the Environment Agency;
n) there is no adverse impact on health

o) there are no significant adverse effects resulting from cumulative impact of any
proposed waste management development upon amenity, the economy, the natural
and the built environment either in relation to the collective effect of different impacts
of an individual proposal, or in relation to the effects of a number of waste
developments occurring concurrently or successively.

p) There are job creation and social value benefits, including skills, training and
apprenticeship opportunitieszo.

g) The proposal is supported by a Circular Economy Statement

This policy helps meet strategic objectives SO4, SO5, SO7 and SO8

This policy contributes towards Spatial Framework component E

9.34 Policy 5 seeks to ensure that the construction and operation of waste facilities does
not give rise to an unacceptable impact, or harm the amenity of local residents or
the environment. Amenity is defined as any element providing positive attributes to
the local area and its residents and impacts can include such issues as increased
noise disturbance, light impacts including increased light or reduced light or sunlight,
reduced privacy, loss of outlook and reduced visual amenity. Applicants will need to
demonstrate that appropriate measures have been taken to minimise any potential
impacts from the proposed waste development to ensure the protection of local
amenity. The specific requirements will vary from site to site, however issues to be
addressed may include strict hours of operation, effective cladding on buildings to
prevent noise pollution, and dust and odour suppression systems as appropriate.
These issues are discussed in more detail below.

9.35 Waste facilities can be separated into 'enclosed' facilities, where waste is processed
inside a building and 'open' facilities, which largely deal with waste in the open air.
Waste facilities are often seen as bad neighbours, due to problems associated with
open air facilities. It is current best practice that the operations are carried out
within a covered building enclosed on all vertical sides with access and egress points
covered by fast acting doors which default close in order to minimise local public

0 This requirement is an issue for all development and waste applications should provide details as
to how they will meet these objectives.
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health and environmental impact. Such enclosed facilities are similar in appearance
to modern industrial shed developments such as factories or logistics facilities and it
is this type of facility that is the focus of the NLWP site allocations. 'Open’ facilities
are unlikely to be suitable for North London as outlined in the section 3 of the Plan
except in exceptional circumstances. There are types of waste development for
specific waste streams or waste types that may not need to or should not be
enclosed but any activity likely to cause dust should be carried out within a building
or enclosure. Enclosing waste management facilities not only results in less dust and
particulate pollution but will also reduce the risk of pollution caused from other
amenity issues such as noise, pests and odour. Noise, vibration, dust, litter, vermin,
odours, air and water-borne contaminants, other emissions and their potential
health impacts have been a major concern raised through public consultation.
However, well sited, and well managed facilities should not cause harm or
disturbance. Details of controls for emissions (including bio aerosols) from the site
need to be supplied with the application. Planning conditions and section 106
agreements will be used to secure measures to address any issues where necessary
and where control is not already exercised through other consent regimes (i.e. the
requirement for environmental permits, which is assessed by the Environment
Agency). Applicants will be expected to comply with Borough policies on
contaminated land. The North London boroughs require that any development can
safely complement surrounding uses.

The North London boroughs expect well controlled and well-designed waste facilities
capable of fitting in with surrounding land uses and acting as good neighbours.
Where development is proposed close to residential areas, in line with the agent of
change principle, the design must incorporate noise reduction measures as well as
dust and odour suppression as necessary. It should be designed to minimise its
impact on the local area and ensure it is compatible with existing surrounding land
uses. When assessing planning applications for waste uses, in addition to Policy 5,
the boroughs will also have regard to the criteria in Appendix B of the NPPW and
relevant London Plan and Local Plan policies. Applicants are required to submit
sufficient information to enable the waste planning authority within which the
subject site falls to assess the potential impact of the development proposal on all
interests of acknowledged importance. Applicants are encouraged to contact the
relevant borough prior to submitting a planning application to discuss relevant
matters. Where new waste development is being sited near existing waste sites,
developers will be expected to consider potential cumulative impacts as well as also
demonstrating any possible benefits of co-locating waste development. Good design
is fundamental to the development of high quality waste infrastructure and the
North London boroughs seek approaches that deliver high quality designs and safe
and inclusive environments. The documents submitted in support of the planning
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application should set out how the development takes on board good practice such
as the Defra/CABE guidance on designing waste facilities?. The supporting
documents should set out how the siting and appearance complements the existing
topography and vegetation. Materials and colouring need to be appropriate to the
location. The development should be designed to be in keeping with the local area
and include mechanisms for reducing highway depositszz, noise and other emissions
where necessary.

The supporting documents should set out how landscape proposals can be
incorporated as an integral part of the overall development of the site and how the
development contributes to the quality of the wider urban environment. The
applicant will need to demonstrate that there will be no significant adverse effect on
areas or features of landscape, historic or nature conservation value. Where
relevant, the delivery of waste facilities (through construction to operation) should
take account of the need to conserve and enhance the historic environment in line
with the NPPF.

Where sites include, or are likely to have an impact on the setting of a heritage asset
both designated (Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas, Scheduled Ancient
Monuments, Registered Historic Parks and Gardens and Battlefields) and
undesignated, including archaeology, it should be demonstrated that the
development will conserve the significance of the asset. Where the site has potential
to include assets with archaeological interest, such as if it is in an archaeological area
identified in a Borough Local Plan or may affect a site recorded on the Greater
London Historic Environment Record, an appropriate desk based assessment and,
where necessary, a field evaluation, is required to accompany the planning
application. Where such an assessment and evaluation confirms significant
archaeological interest then appropriate mitigation by design or investigation is also
required.

A large part of the Lee Valley Regional Park (1483 ha) falls within four of the North
London Boroughs involved in the Plan; Waltham Forest, Haringey, Enfield and
Hackney. New development should contribute to the protection, enhancement and
development of the Regional Park as a world class visitor destination and the wider
public enjoyment of its leisure, nature conservation, recreational and sporting
resources. The Lee Valley is a significant resource for North London and

% Designing waste facilities — a guide to modern design in waste, Defra & CABE, 2008

*This can be achieved through provision of wheel wash facilities etc where required and placing

conditions of the applications to ensure all vehicles are covered
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developments should not have an adverse effect on the open space and character of
the area, and should aim to contribute to its enhancement where appropriate.

Waste and recyclables require transportation at various stages of their collection and
management and so opportunities to employ more sustainable options such as rail
and river should be fully considered. North London is characterised by heavy traffic
on all principal roads. That is why developers need to prioritise non-road forms of
transport if at all possible and to set out their assessment in a Transport Assessment
detailing transport issues to be submitted with any planning applications for waste
facilities (see below). In North London there exists considerable potential for
sustainable transport of waste as part of the waste management process. There are
a number of railway lines and navigable waterways in North London including the
Regents Canal and the Lee Navigation. It is existing practice to transport waste by
train and pilot projects have taken place to transport waste by water. Developers
are required to demonstrate that they have considered the potential to use water
and rail to transport waste before reliance on transport of waste by road. Where the
site lies adjacent to a wharf or waterway, capable of transporting waste, developers
need to demonstrate that consideration has been given to the provision and/or
enhancement of wharf facilities.

Applicants will need to submit a Transport Assessment in line with the relevant
borough Local Plan policy and the London Plan. The Transport for London Best
Practice Guide contains advice on preparing Transport Assessments when they are
required to be submitted with planning applications for major developments in
London. Consideration should be given to access arrangements, safety and health
hazards for other road users, the capacity of local and strategic road networks,
impacts on existing highway conditions in terms of traffic congestion and parking,
on-site vehicle manoeuvring, parking and loading/unloading areas, and queuing of
vehicles. The statement should include a traffic management plan establishing the
times of access for vehicles to minimise disruption on the local road network during
peak hours, and setting out specific routes to ensure that vehicles are accessing the
site via roads considered suitable by the Highways Authority and, where possible,
avoid overlooking of the site access by residential properties.

The development of Servicing and Delivery Plans and Construction Logistic Plans
(CLP) will be encouraged for all waste developments. Such Plans ensure that
developments provide for safe and legal delivery and collection, construction and
servicing including minimising the risk of collision with vulnerable road users such as
cyclists and pedestrians. Consideration should be given to the use of Direct Vision
Lorries for all waste vehicles and the use of freight operators who can demonstrate
their commitment to TfL’s Freight Operator Recognition Scheme (FORS) or similar.
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Sustainable design, construction and operation of waste management development
will be assessed against relevant borough Local Plan policies. Consideration should
be given to how the development contributes to the mitigation of and adaption to
climate change, promotes energy and resource efficiency during construction and
operation with the aim of developments being carbon neutral, the layout and
orientation of the site and the energy and materials to be used. Developments
should achieve the highest possible standard under an approved sustainability
metric such as BREEAM or CEEQUAL in line with the relevant borough’s policies.
Information supplied should enable the borough in question to assess the proposal
against relevant planning policies by clearly setting out how the application complies
with sustainable design and construction policies and guidance including
measureable outputs where appropriate. Where appropriate, production of a site
waste management plan should be provided prior to the commencement of
construction of the development.

Waste developments should be designed to protect and enhance local biodiversity.
Development that would have an adverse effect on any area designated under the
Habitats Directive will not be permitted. Assessments undertaken for the Plan have
identified sites of European Community importance within and nearby the Plan area.
Sites at least partially within the Plan boundary are the Lee Valley Special Protection
Area (SPA) and RAMSAR site and part of Epping Forest Special Area for Conservation
(SAC). Additional sites at least partially within 10 km of the Plan area boundary are
Wormley-Hoddesdon Park Woods SAC and Wimbledon Common SAC3. Developers
need to be able to demonstrate that their proposals will not have an adverse effect
on the integrity of any European site. In addition there are six Sites of Special
Scientific Interest and 20 Local Nature Reserves as well as sites of importance to
nature conservation (SINC). Developers should take note of existing Biodiversity
Action Plans, protect existing features and promote enhancement for example
through the use of green walls where acoustic barriers are required. Where a
development site is adjacent to a river the Environment Agency has advised that a
setback of a minimum of 8 metres from the top of the bank should be incorporated
into any redevelopment proposals. Consistent with this advice, setting back waste
management development (not including wharf development) from watercourses
and providing an undeveloped buffer zone free from built structures will be
important for maintaining access to the river, to allow the landowner access for
routine maintenance activities and for the Environment Agency to carry out Flood
Defence duties. Maintaining a sufficient wildlife and riverside corridor is also
important for minimising the potential adverse impacts to the water quality and
riverine habitats. This will provide opportunities for flood risk management in line
with the Environment Agency Catchment Flood Management Plans. Opportunities
for river restoration through the development of sites should also be encouraged to
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ensure compliance with requirements under the Water Framework Directive and the
Thames River Basin Management Plan.

There are a number of groundwater source protection zones in North London to
protect drinking water supplies and prevent contamination of aquifers. Source
protection zone 1 boundaries are defined in the immediate area of boreholes and
other abstraction points. Waste facilities may be permitted in source protection zone
1 provided that any liquid waste they may contain or generate or any pollutants they
might leach, especially if hazardous, do not pose an unacceptable risk to
groundwater. A groundwater risk assessment will be required. Soil quality will need
to be protected from potential adverse impact by certain operations, such as open
windrow composting. The following waste facilities are considered lower risk and
are more likely to be acceptable:

e Energy from Waste ;

e In-Vessel Composting activities;

e  Mechanical Biological Treatment;

e Materials Recycling Facility (dry wastes only), and;

e  Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) sites that exclude

potentially polluting wastes.

Higher risk waste uses are less likely to be acceptable in source protection zone 1.
Early liaison with the Environment Agency is encouraged.

Source protection zone 2 covers a wider area around an abstraction point. Where
developments are proposed in source protection zone 2, a risk assessment will be
required and any waste operation apart from landfill may be considered. Where sites
are in source protection zones, developers are encouraged to engage in early
discussions with the Environment Agency.

The North London Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) and individual borough
‘Level 2’ SFRAs have demonstrated the risks from flooding from various sources
across North London and site specific flooding assessments have been undertaken
on new sites/areas in schedules 2and 3. Where a site is near or adjacent to areas of
flood risk, the development is expected to contribute through design to a reduction
in flood risk in line with the NPPG. Waste facilities are often characterised by large
areas of hardstanding for vehicles and large roof areas. Development proposals will
be required to show that flood risk would not be increased as part of the scheme
and, where possible, will be reduced overall through the use of Sustainable Drainage
Systems (SuDS) and other techniques. Any proposed development should be
reviewed by the Environment Agency at an early stage to discuss the reduction of
flood risk on the site.
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Developers of waste facilities should at the time they submit their planning
application be engaged with the Environment Agency and hold or be in the process
of applying for appropriate permits from the Environment Agency as the
contemporaneous consideration of planning and environmental permit enables the
application to be considered in the round.

Developers of waste facilities will need to fully identify the health implications of the
development and plan the most appropriate scheme to protect the surrounding uses
and community. Any proposed waste development which is required to have an
Environmental Impact Assessment will also require a Health Impact Assessment.

Paragraph 5 of the National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW) requires consideration
be given to:

“The cumulative effect of existing and proposed waste disposal facilities on the well-
being of the local community, including any significant adverse impacts on
environmental quality, social cohesion and inclusion or economic potential”.

Cumulative impacts relate to the way in which different impacts can affect a
particular environmental resource or location incrementally, for example, combined
noise, dust and traffic emissions on a dwelling from a new road scheme. In essence,
cumulative impacts are those which result from incremental changes caused by
other past, present or reasonable foreseeable actions together with the proposed
development. Therefore, the potential impacts of the proposed development cannot
be considered in isolation but must be considered in addition to impacts already
arising from existing or planned development.

In determining an application for a new waste facility, account will normally be taken
of the potential cumulative impact of waste management and other development
within the locality and in particular the area’s capacity to absorb that change. Factors
to be taken into account will include; the nature of the waste and the process
involved; the direction of the prevailing wind; the amount of enclosure for the
processes; use of odour neutralisation and minimisation; measures for dust control;
the number of persons affected by the development and its duration; the effects on
amenity that pollution would cause; local topography providing natural screening;
the extent of noise and vibration generated by the operations; the proposed hours of
working; and the impact of flood-lighting. In some instances, the combined impact of
development over a sustained period of time may be sufficient to warrant refusal of
planning permission. However it is acknowledged that cumulative impacts can have
positive impacts through synergies with other local waste uses and businesses in the
area. Such synergies may lead to less road miles for waste as well as the potential
development of green industry hubs attracting more highly skilled and technical jobs.
Proposals should seek to make a positive contribution to improving issues of
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deprivation and inequality within local communities. Where an area has historically
hosted significant waste infrastructure and is moving towards regeneration
initiatives to improve its economic and investment potential, the cumulative impact
on these regeneration activities should be considered when waste development is
proposed, especially where the benefits of co-location and economies of scale are
outweighed by a resultant reduction in land values, employment opportunities and
regeneration potential. In these circumstances where development takes place,
opportunities to address inequalities should be taken up in order to promote a
better spatial distribution of facilities and avoid undue concentration of waste uses.

As stated throughout this document applications will be assessed against the full
suite of relevant national, London Plan and Local Plan policies and guidance.
However, given the status of the NLWP as a multi-Borough DPD which will form part
of the Local Plan of each of the seven Boroughs, Policy 5 is a valuable signpost to
impacts that will be considered in the determination of applications.

As part of the application, and in line with policies in the borough local plan,
Developers should give details of the jobs created as a result of the new
development, the level of skills required and the availability of training and
apprenticeship opportunities. Developers should seek to meet the aspirations of
borough economic and employment strategies and make a positive contribution to
the local economy.

As part of the Circular London programme, LWARB published a Circular Economy
Route Map in June 2017. The Route Map recommends actions for a wide range of
stakeholders, including London’s higher education, digital and community sectors as
well as London’s businesses, social enterprises and its finance sector. Developers
should submit a Circular Economy Statement in line with the London Plan and
guidance issued by the Mayor.

Policy 6: Energy Recovery and Decentralised Energy

Policy 6: Energy Recovery and Decentralised Energy

Where waste cannot be managed at a higher level in the waste hierarchy and
recovery of energy from waste is feasible, waste developments should generate
energy and/or recover excess heat (including the recovery of energy from gas) and
provide a supply to networks including decentralised energy networks.

Where there is no available decentralised energy network and no network is planned
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within range of the development, as a minimum requirement the proposal should
recover energy through electricity production and be designed to enable it to deliver
heat and/or energy and connect to a Decentralised Energy Network in the future.

Developers must demonstrate how they meet these requirements, or provide
evidence if it is not technically feasible or economically viable to achieve them, as
part of a submitted Energy Statement.

This policy helps meet strategic objectives SO1 and SO6

This policy contributes towards Spatial Framework component D

9.57 Tackling climate change is a key Government priority for the planning system and a
critical new driver for waste management. The purpose of this policy is to ensure
that applications for waste management facilities incorporate opportunities for
sustainable energy recovery and combined heat and power (CHP) where feasible and
practicable. The policy complements more detailed policies in borough Local Plans
on financial contributions relating to feasibility, sustainable design, CHP and
development of heat networks, against which applications will also be considered.

9.58 The NPPW and the London Plan both recognise the benefits to be gained from any
energy from waste facility to capture both heat and power, and encourage all
developments of this kind to achieve that end.

9.59 National policy for renewable energy says that Local Development Documents, such
as the NLWP, should contain policies that promote and encourage, rather than
restrict, the development of renewable energy resources. The London Plan includes
minimum performance for technologies for generating energy from London’s waste,
known as the carbon intensity floor. This has been set at 400 grams of CO, eq
generated per kilowatt hour (kwh) of electricity generated.

9.60 The GLA has committed to working with London Boroughs and partners in the
private sector to develop opportunities by providing assistance for
commercialisation of large decentralised energy projects. Opportunities for district
heating were identified across London as part of the Decentralised Energy Master
Planning programme led by the GLA in 2008-2010%. The programme initially focused
on identifying opportunities for district heating networks through heat mapping and
energy masterplanning with the London Boroughs.

3
London Heat Map — www.londonheatmap.org.uk
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Work is already underway to progress the delivery of a decentralised network in the
Lee Valley known as the Lee Valley Heat Network (LVHN). The LVHN will capture
affordable low carbon heat from waste to energy facilities and combined heat and
power plants, supplying it to buildings and industry across the Lee Valley. The LVHN
is requesting hot water to be supplied for the energy from waste facility (EfW) at
Edmonton EcoPark. However, over time, the network will connect additional heat
sources, including other waste developments, elsewhere in the Lee Valley.

Policy 7: Waste Water Treatment Works and Sewage Plant

Policy 7: Waste Water Treatment Works and Sewage Plant

Proposals for the provision of new facilities for the management, treatment and
disposal of wastewater and sewage sludge will be permitted, provided that:

e itis demonstrated that there is an identified need for such a facility within
the North London Waste Plan Area, which cannot be met through existing
waste facilities; and

e the proposals meet the other policies of this North London Waste Plan
together with all other relevant policies of the appropriate borough's
Development Plan, and meet environmental standards set by the
Environment Agency.

This policy helps meet strategic objectives SO1, SO2 and SO5

This policy contributes towards Spatial Framework component B

9.62

9.63

Waste Water Treatment Works in North London are operated by Thames Water,
with the main facility being Deephams Sewage Treatment Works (STW), which is the
ninth largest in England. Deephams STW serves a Population Equivalent (PE) of
891,000 (as at 2011). Works to Deephams STW are planned to commence in 2018
providing sufficient capacity to meet Thames Water’s projections of future
requirements into the next decade.

The Environment Agency has issued a significantly tighter environmental permit that
came into force in March 2017 and requires Thames Water to make improvements
to the quality of the discharged effluent. The need for an effluent upgrade to
Deephams STW is highlighted in the National Planning Statement on Waste Water,
and planning permission for this work was granted by Enfield Council in 2015. The
site is to be retained for waste water use and Thames Water anticipates that the
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approved upgrade to Deephams STW will provide sufficient effluent treatment
capacity to meet their needs during the plan period.

The boroughs will work with Thames Water and the Environment Agency to ensure
that adequate and appropriate waste water treatment infrastructure is provided to
meet environmental standards and planned demand. In September 2014 the
Government approved plans to build the Thames Tideway Tunnel - a 25km conduit
flowing beneath the Thames which would provide collection, storage and transfer
capacity for waste water and rainwater discharge from a significant part of Central
London. Construction is scheduled to begin in 2018 with completion scheduled for
2023. Once completed the new tunnel will be connected to the Lee Tunnel which will
transfer sewage to the expanded Beckton Sewage Treatment complex. The proposal
has indirect implications for the Plan area in that it will benefit from the additional
capacity and this will relieve pressure for further expansion of local Waste Water
Treatment Works.

Any other new waste water and sewage treatment plants, extensions to existing
works, or facilities for the co-disposal of sewage with other wastes will be supported
where the location minimises any adverse environmental or other impact that the
development would be likely to give rise to, and the suitability of the site can be
justified in accordance with this Plan. The Plan has a supporting role to identify
suitable locations for additional infrastructure.

Policy 8: Control of Inert Waste

Policy 8: Control of Inert Waste

Proposals for development using inert waste will be permitted where the proposal is
both essential for, and involves the minimum quantity of waste necessary for:

Where one or more of the above criteria (a-d) are met, all proposals using inert
waste should:

a) The purposes of restoring former mineral working sites; or

b) Facilitating an improvement in the quality of land; or

c) Facilitating the establishment of an appropriate use in line with other
policies in the Local Plan; or

d) Improving land damaged or degraded as a result of existing uses and
where no other satisfactory means exist to secure the necessary
improvement.

a) Incorporate finished levels that are compatible with the surrounding
landscape. The finished levels should be the minimum required to ensure
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satisfactory restoration of the land for an agreed after-use; and

b) Include proposals for high quality restoration and aftercare of the site,
taking account of the opportunities for enhancing the overall quality of the
environment and the wider benefits that the site may offer, including
biodiversity enhancement, geological conservation and increased public
accessibility.

Proposals for inert waste disposal to land will not be permitted if it can be
demonstrated that the waste can be managed through recovery operations and
that there is a need to dispose of waste.

This policy helps meet strategic objectives SO1, SO2 and SO3

This policy contributes towards Spatial Framework component B

9.66

9.67

9.68

9.69

9.70

Construction, demolition and excavation waste is largely made up of inert
construction waste, such as bricks and hardcore which can be used in site restoration
and land reclamation projects.

Recycling and reuse of inert waste applications for all types of development should
demonstrate that viable opportunities to minimise construction and demolition
waste disposal will be taken, making use of existing industry codes of practice and
protocols, site waste management plans and relevant permits and exemptions
issued by the Environment Agency.

Inert waste materials can be used for beneficial purposes, such as the restoration of
mineral sites and in engineering works, or at other 'exempt sites' rather than
disposed of at inert landfill sites. Increased use of recycled and secondary aggregates
can reduce the need and demand for primary aggregates extraction.

Inert waste will continue to be deposited to land where it is reused for beneficial
purposes, including within engineering schemes, for the restoration of mineral
workings, and for agricultural improvement. Recycling and recovery are the
preferred methods of management and inert waste should only be disposed of to
land as a last resort, consistent with the waste hierarchy. Proposals on unallocated
sites for the recycling of inert waste will be permitted where it can be demonstrated
that there is a market need, consistent with the principle of net self-sufficiency.

There should be a clear benefit or benefits from the proposed development. This
should be a benefit to the site itself, for example, the use of residual inert material
associated with the restoration of an active or dormant mineral working the
restoration of a former mineral working to agriculture or an engineering operation
for the provision of a new leisure facility. However, given the likely disturbance to
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local communities and the local environment, for example, due to the movement of
HGVs, there should be benefits for the wider area, for example, through
environmental improvement or the creation of new public rights of way.
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10. Monitoring and Implementation

10.1

10.2

10.3

10.4

Monitoring the Plan

The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) requires planning authorities to
monitor and report annually on whether the Aims and Objectives of all local plans
(whether prepared individually or in conjunction with other authorities) are being
achieved (paragraph 35). The NPPW identifies the need to monitor and report on the
take-up of allocated sites and areas; changes in the available waste management
capacity as a result of closures and new permissions; and the quantities of waste
being created locally and how much is being managed at different levels in the waste
hierarchy i.e. recycling/composting, recovery, and disposal.

Monitoring is also required to check on whether the intending policy outcomes of
the NLWP are being delivered and whether the identified capacity gaps are being
met through the allocated areas listed in Policy 2. Monitoring will also ensure that
sufficient identified land remains available for new facilities during the plan period
which is also likely to see intense competition for land for other uses especially
housing. The results of monitoring will also play an important role in informing
Development Management decisions when authorities determine planning
applications for new waste facilities.

Responsibility for monitoring lies with the individual boroughs. Data will be collated
by each borough and included in their Authority Monitoring Report, which is
produced annually.

To supplement the boroughs’ annual monitoring, it will be important for the GLA to
monitor London Plan Policies 5.16 and 5.17 and gather data in partnership with the
boroughs on waste arisings, waste management capacity, both within London and
landfill outside of London.

Proposed monitoring framework

10.5

The aim of monitoring is to check whether the policy framework in the NLWP is
working as intended. The proposed monitoring indicators reflect a number of
National Indicators and also the statutory and non-statutory performance targets
including those set by the EU, the Waste Policy for England and the London Plan. The
list of indicators is not intended to be exhaustive and is intentionally focused on
parameters where it is possible to evaluate the effect of the NLWP. For example, an
indicator reporting on the number of times air quality thresholds were exceeded is of
little use if the contribution of waste management facilities and transport of waste
cannot be differentiated from those of other activities.

North London Waste Plan Proposed Submission October 2018



Page 119

10.6 Table 14 sets out the monitoring indicators proposed for each policy in the NLWP
and identifies targets where appropriate. In some cases it will only be necessary to
monitor (i.e. count the number of instances of) what has happened in the preceding
year. In line with statutory requirements, the North London boroughs will review the
plan every five years. If any targets are not being met the boroughs will assess
where changes can and should be made.
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1. Amount of Land within
identified areas or on
windfall sites brought
forward for waste use during
the plan period.

Table 14: NLWP Monitoring Indicators

In line with Table 7:
landtake requirements

SO2 (capacity provision)
Policy 2: Area allocations

Policy 3: Unallocated sites

To check that identified sites and areas are
being taken up as anticipated.

2. Sitesin Schedule 1 and Areas
in Schedules 2 and 3 lost to
other non-industrial uses
through a major
regeneration scheme or
designated for non-industrial
uses in a review of the
London Plan or Local Plan

Less than 25% of land
lost

If 50% of land is lost this
will trigger review of plan

SO2 (capacity provision)

Policy 2: Area allocations

To check that identified land is sufficient
to deliver the plan’s aims

To ensure sufficient existing capacity
remains for managing the levels of waste
expected across North London over the
plan period as set out in Table 8.

3. Tonnage of waste capacity,
including new waste capacity
available by management type
(recycling/composting, recovery
and disposal) and type of wastes
handled (LACW, C&Il and CD&E)

Capacity sufficient to
manage capacity
requirements as set out
in Table 6 Capacity Gaps.
New waste facilities in
line with Table 7: land
take requirements

Strategic Aim (capacity
supply and self-sufficiency)

Strategic Aim (move waste
up Waste Hierarchy)

SO1 (resource efficiency)
S0O3 (net self-sufficiency)

Meeting Future
Requirements as specified in

Ensure that new waste facilities will close
identified capacity gaps

Support delivery of the London Plan
apportionment and the additional capacity
required to achieve a net self-sufficient
outcome across the principal waste
streams
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the NLWP
Policy 2: Area allocations
Policy 3: Unallocated sites

Policy 4. Reuse and
Recycling Centres

Policy 7 Waste Water
Treatment Works and
Sewage Plant

Policy 8 Control of Inert
Waste

4. Loss of existing waste
capacity and provision of
replacement capacity

Zero loss

Replacement locally,
within the Borough,
North London or London

Replacement capacity for
Brent Cross Cricklewood
provided within Barnet

Strategic Aim (capacity
supply and net self-
sufficiency)

SO2 (capacity provision and
protection)

Policy 1: Safeguarding
existing waste management
sites

Ensure sufficient capacity of the right type
is available throughout the plan period

Ensure that capacity is replaced locally
unless valid planning reasons are provided
for not doing so.

5. Total quantity of waste
arisings managed by waste

stream (LACW, C&I and CD&E)

In line with Table 8 in
Section 7 and the Data

Strategic Aim (capacity
supply and self-sufficiency)

Ensure the NLWP meets EU, national
Waste Policy and London Plan targets
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and management route
(recycling/composting, recovery
and disposal)

Study

Strategic Aim (move waste
up Waste Hierarchy)

SO1 (resource efficiency)
SO3 (net self-sufficiency)

Meeting Future
Requirements as specified in
the NLWP

% waste diverted and %
landfilled

Ensure the NLWP delivers a net self-
sufficient waste management outcome for
the principal waste streams

6. Amount of waste exported to
landfill by waste stream (LACW,
C&Il and CD&E)

Exported waste to landfill
in line with Table 9 of the
NLWP

Net self-sufficiency

Waste exports are in line with those
estimated in the NLWP and through the
duty to co-operate

7. Number of approvals for new
waste facilities which meet
legislative requirements

100%

SO5 (sustainability)

SO8 (protect the
environment)

Spatial framework (Reduce
impact on amenity)

Policy 5: Assessment Criteria
for waste management
facilities and related

Avoid impact on sensitive receptors or
maximise scope for effective mitigation
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development

8. Number of new CHP facilities
serving district heat networks in
which the principal fuel source is
residual waste or recovered
waste fuel

Monitor only

Strategic Aim (green
London)

SO6 (decentralised
energy)Spatial framework
(Provide opportunities for
decentralised heat and
energy networks)

Policy 6: Energy recovery
and decentralised energy

Contribute to delivery of decentralised
energy and incremental improvement in
environmental performance with respect
to climate change

9. Sufficient infrastructure in
place for management of
waste water

Monitor only —
information to be
obtained from Thames
Water

Strategic Aim (capacity
supply and self-sufficiency)

SO5 (sustainability)

To ensure that Thames Water have
sufficient capacity to management the
levels of waste water generated in Noth
London over the plan period

11. Number of developments
permitted which include
disposal of inert waste to land

To ensure that inert
waste is managed in line
with the waste hierarchy

Strategic Aim (capacity
supply and self-sufficiency)

Strategic Aim (move waste
up Waste Hierarchy)

SO1 (resource efficiency)

To ensure that proposals involving the
importation and disposal of inert waste to
land are achieving in line with waste
hierarchy.
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SO3 (net self-sufficiency)
SO5 (sustainability)

SO8 (protect the
environment)

Meeting Future
Requirements as specified in
the NLWP

% waste diverted and %
landfilled
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Implementing the Plan

10.7 Development and adoption of the Plan must be followed by actions by a range of
agencies and other organisations to ensure that its Aims and Objectives are met. The
section summarises proposals for how these outcomes will be delivered and who will
be responsible for them.

10.8 Implementation has four components — infrastructure delivery; application of the
policies to planning proposals for waste facilities; ongoing regulation and monitoring
of the local waste management sector; and achieving performance levels — each of
which involves different actors. Table 15 summarises the organisations involved in
each component.

Table 15: Roles and responsibilities involved in implementing the Plan

Local planning Apply Plan policies Assessing suitability of applications
authorities (including against Plan policies and priorities
London Legacy
Development Deliver the strategic objectives and
Corporation) policies of the NLWP alongside wider
development and regeneration
objectives
Regulate / monitor Inspect operating waste sites periodically

Monitor Plan performance annually

Performance Support / promote waste reduction
delivery initiatives through the planning system
Borough waste Infrastructure Bring forward new / replacement waste
collection authorities | delivery sites for recycling / composting LACW
Performance Implement waste collection activities to
delivery deliver desired performance levels as

appropriate

Support / promote waste reduction

initiatives
North London Waste Infrastructure Delivery of replacement Edmonton ERF
Authority (NLWA) delivery plant

Delivery of other facilities enabling
achievement of desired performance
levels
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Performance Prioritising infrastructure delivery that
delivery moves waste up the Waste Hierarchy

Support / promote / deliver waste
reduction initiatives

Landowners Infrastructure Propose new waste sites in line with
delivery NLWP policies that deliver capacity
requirements

Waste industry Infrastructure Propose new waste sites and deliver new
delivery waste facilities in line with NLWP policies
that deliver capacity requirements

Environment Agency Regulate / monitor Advise on planning applications
according to the nature of the proposal

Assess applications for Environmental
Permits, issue licences where the
proposal meets the necessary standards

Inspect operating waste sites periodically

Collect and publish information about
waste movements for use in Plan
monitoring

Monitor water quality

Performance Promote waste reduction initiatives
delivery
Health & Safety Regulate Advise on planning applications
Executive according to the nature of the proposal
Monitor
Other statutory Regulate / monitor Advise on planning applications
bodies (e.g. Natural according to the nature of the proposal
England)
Monitor protected sites such as SSSI
Greater London Performance Promote waste reduction initiatives
Authority delivery

Promote carbon reduction initiatives

Apply Plan policies Assessing suitability of applications
against London Plan policies and
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priorities

Regional coordination of waste planning

London Waste and | Infrastructure Support to new waste infrastructure
Recycling Board delivery
Performance Support to waste collection authorities
delivery to deliver desired performance levels

Support / promote waste reduction
initiatives

10.9 New commercial infrastructure required during the plan period will be funded by
private funding through sources that cannot be identified at this time. In addition,
there may be other sources of funding available such as public sector borrowing.
Facilities required for the management of LACW will be funded by NLWA. The waste
industry has been invited to take part in the development of the Plan through
involvement in the various consultation processes and calls for them to propose
suitable sites for waste management use. The NLWP identifies infrastructure
priorities for the next 15 years and this will help to provide the industry with greater
certainty about waste management priorities in the North London Boroughs that can
inform future investment decisions.

10.10 Table 16 sets out how policies in the NLWP will be implemented and who will be
involved in each action and which of the Strategic Objectives are addressed as a
result.

Table 16: How the NLWP policies will be implemented

Policy 1: Existing waste management sites

Planning permission for the Local planning authorities/ S02, SO3
expansion or intensification of Landowner/developers/NLWA

operations at existing waste

facilities.

Refusal of planning permission
for non-waste use on existing
waste sites unless capacity is
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Identifying compensatory
provision when it is proposed
to redevelop existing waste
management facilities for non-
waste uses.
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Policy 2 Locations for new waste

management facilities

Planning permission and
subsequent development

Landowners and developers /
waste management
companies / NLWA / local
planning authorities /
Environment Agency and
other statutory bodies

501, 502, SO3, SO5

Policy 3: Windfall sites

Planning permission and
subsequent development

Landowners and developers /
waste management
companies / NLWA / local
planning authorities /
Environment Agency and
other statutory bodies

S02,S03

Policy 4: Re-use & Recycling Centres

Planning permission and
subsequent development

Landowners and developers /
waste management
companies / NLWA / local
planning authorities /
Environment Agency and
other statutory bodies

S01, SO2, SO3

Policy 5: Assessment criteria for waste management facilities and re

lated development

Planning permission and
subsequent development

Local planning authorities /
Environment Agency and
other statutory bodies

S04, S05, S07, S08

Policy 6: Energy recovery and decentralised energy

Planning permission and
subsequent development

Landowners and developers /
waste management
companies / local planning

SO1, SO6
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authorities / NLWA /
Environment Agency and
other statutory bodies

Policy 7: Waste Water Treatment Works and Sewage Plant

Planning permission and Thames Water / Environment S02, S04, SO5, SO8
subsequent development Agency and other statutory

bodies / local planning

authorities
Policy 8: Control of Inert Waste
Planning permission and Landowners and developers / S01, S0O2, SO3,
subsequent development waste management SO5, SO8

companies / local planning
authorities / / Environment
Agency and other statutory
bodies
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Appendix 1: Schedule 1: Existing safeguarded waste sites in North London

Table 17: Schedule 1: Existing safeguarded waste sites in North London

Site ID Site Name Borough
BAR 2 Scratchwood Quarry Barnet
BAR 3* P B Donoghue, Claremont Rd Barnet
BAR4 ¢ W R G, Hendon Rail Transfer Station Barnet
BAR 5 Summers Lane Reuse and Recycling Centre Barnet
BARG ¢ Mc Govern Brothers, Brent Terrace, Hendon Barnet
BAR 7 ¢ Cripps Skips Brent Terrace Barnet
BAR 8 Apex Car Breakers, Mill Hill Barnet
BAR 9 Railway Arches, Hendon Savacase Ltd Barnet
BAR 10 G B N Services Ltd, New Southgate Barnet
BAR 11 Mill Hill Depot Barnet
CAM1 Regis Road Reuse and Recycling Centre Camden
ENF 1 Crews Hill Transfer Station Enfield
ENF 2 Barrowell Green Recycling Centre Enfield
ENF 3 Pressbay Motors Ltd, Motor Salvage Complex Enfield
ENF 4 Chase Farm Hospital, The Ridgeway (SITA) Enfield
ENF 5 Jute Lane, Brimsdown Enfield
ENF 6 Tuglord Enterprises (AMI Waste) Stacey Avenue Enfield
ENF 7 Budds Skips, The Market Compound, Harbert Road Enfield
ENF 8 Biffa Edmonton, Adra Road, Edmonton Enfield
ENF9 Hunt Skips, Commercial Road, Edmonton Enfield
ENF 10 Rooke & Co Ltd, Edmonton Enfield
ENF 11 Edmonton Bio Diesel Plant Enfield
ENF 12 Camden Plant, Lower Hall Lane, Chingford Enfield
ENF 13 Personnel Hygiene Services Ltd, Princes Road, Upper Edmonton | Enfield
ENF 15 Yard 10 - 12 Hastingwood Trading Est. A & A Skip Hire Limited Enfield
ENF 17 Albert Works, Kenninghall Road, Edmonton Enfield
ENF 19 London Waste Ltd Composting, Edmonton Eco Park, Advent Enfield

* These sites will be redeveloped under the approved planning permission for the regeneration of
Brent Cross Circklewood (Barnet planning application reference F/04687/13). The Hendon Rail
Transfer Station (BAR 4) will be replaced as part of the BXC development with a new facility on
site SO1-BA to meet the NLWA's requirements. The existing facilities at BAR 6 and BAR 7 fall
within the land required to deliver the first Southern phase of the BXC regeneration which is
anticipated will commence in early 2018. Replacement capacity for these sites will not be
provided prior to their redevelopment and therefore replacement capacity will be sought
outside of the BXC regeneration area on alternative sites / areas to be identified within the

London Borough of Barnet.
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Site ID Site Name Borough
Way
London Waste Bulk Waste Recycling Facility, Edmonton
ENF 20 EcoPark, Advent Way Enfield
ENF 20 London Waste Ltd, Edmonton Ecopark, Advent Way Enfield
ENF 22 Edmonton Clinical Waste Treatment Centre Enfield
ENF 23 J O' Doherty Haulage, Nobel Road, Edmonton Enfield
ENF 24 Oakwood Plant Ltd, Edmonton Enfield
ENF 25 Envirocom Ltd, Stonehill Business Park, Edmonton Enfield
ENF 26 Powerday Plant Ltd, Jeffreys Road Enfield
ENF 27 Edmonton EFW Enfield
ENF 31 Volker Highways Ltd Enfield
ENF 32 Guy Lodge Farm Enfield
ENF 33 Ballast Phoenix Ltd Enfield
ENF 34 London & Metropolitan Recycling Facility Enfield
ENF 35 Unit 25 Enfield Metal Kingswood Nursery, Theobalds Park road Enfield
ENF 36 Greenstar Environmental Enfield
HAC 1 Millfields Waste Transfer & Recycling Facility Hackney
HAC 2 Downs Road Service Station (Braydon Motor Company), Clapton | Hackney
HAR 1/2 Hornsey Central Depot, Haringey LBC Haringey
HAR 3 Garman Road, Tottenham Haringey
HAR 4 O'Donovan, Markfield Rd, Tottenham Haringey
HAR 5 Redcorn Ltd, White Hart Lane, Tottenham Haringey
HAR 6 Restore Community Projects, Ashley Road, Tottenham Haringey
HAR 7 Brantwood Auto Recycling Ltd, Willoughby Lane Haringey
HAR 8 O'Donovan, Markfield Road, Tottenham Haringey
HAR 9 Park View Road Reuse and Recycling Centre Haringey
HAR 10 LondonWaste Ltd. Western Road HW R C Haringey
ISL1 Hornsey Household Re-use & Recycling Centre Islington
Waltham
WAF 2 Kings Road Household Waste Recycling Centre Forest
Waltham
WAF 3 South Access Road Household Waste Recycling Centre Forest
Waltham
WAF 4 G B N Services, Estate Way, Leyton Forest
Waltham
WAF 5 TJ Autos ( U K) Ltd Forest
B J Electronics, Ravenswood road Industrial Estate, Waltham
WAF 6 Walthamstow Forest
Waltham
WAF 8 Leyton Reuse & Recycling Centre Forest
Waltham
WAF 10 Malby Waste Disposal Ltd, Staffa Road, Leyton Forest
Waltham
WAF 11 Baseforce Metals, Unit 1 Staffa Road, Leyton Forest
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Site ID Site Name Borough
Waltham

WAF 14 Tipmasters Forest
Waltham

WAF 15 Argall Metal Recycling, Staffa Road Forest
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INTRODUCTION

Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment

Section 19(5) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (PCPA) requires local
planning authorities preparing a Development Plan Document to undertake a Sustainability
Appraisal (SA) throughout its production in order to ensure that it is fully consistent with,
and helps to implement, the principles of sustainable development. The purpose of this SA is
to help ensure that Plans achieve an appropriate balance between environmental, economic
and social objectives. It should help to identify the sustainability implications of different
plan approaches and recommend ways to reduce any negative effects and to increase the
positive outcomes. The SA thereby performs a key role in demonstrating to decision makers,
and the public, that the Plan is the most appropriate given reasonable alternatives.

In parallel with this, the European Directive 2001/42/EC “on the assessment of the effects of
certain plans and programmes on the environment” (the Strategic Environmental
Assessment or ‘SEA Directive’) was transposed into United Kingdom law by the
Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 (the ‘SEA
Regulations’) and establishes the statutory obligation to undertake SEA with regard to any
plan that:

e Is “prepared by an authority for adoption, through a legislative procedure by
Parliament or Government, and is required by legislative, regulatory or administrative
provisions” (Article 2(b)); and

e Concerns “town and country planning or land use... which sets the framework for
future development consent of projects” (Article 5.2(a)).

The principal purpose of SEA is to ensure appropriate consideration is given to the likely
significant environmental effects of the implementation of a plan. SA extends the scope of
assessment so that environmental effects are considered in parallel with social and
economic impacts so that the overall implications of the plan are subject to an integrated
evaluation. Although SA and SEA are distinct processes, many of their requirements overlap
and as a result the Government has issued guidance advising that an integrated approach to
both assessments should be undertaken.

This Report outlines the findings of the SA of the draft North London Waste Plan (NLWP) and
reasonable alternatives. The SA supports the Proposed Submission Plan (Regulation 19),
following the consideration of responses received to the consultation on the draft NWLP
(Regulation 18) which took place from 30" July to 30" September 2015. The consultation
provided an opportunity for stakeholders and communities to comment on the draft plan
and proposed policies.

North London Waste Plan — SA/SEA Report 1
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This report meets the SEA requirements and acts as the ‘environmental report’ for the
purposes of Regulation 12 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes
Regulations 2004. Throughout this report, all references to SA should be taken to also
include the requirements of European Directive 2001/42/EC.

The North London Waste Plan

The seven North London Boroughs of Barnet, Camden, Enfield, Hackney, Haringey, Islington
and Waltham Forest are working together to produce the North London Waste Plan (the
‘NLWP’). The NLWP covers part of the area of the London Legacy Development Corporation
(LLDC), a Mayoral Development Corporation, which is the planning authority for a small part
of Hackney and Waltham Forest.

The NLWP has two main purposes:

e to ensure there will be adequate provision of suitable land to accommodate
waste management facilities of the right type, in the right place and at the right
time up to 2035 to manage waste generated in North London; and

e to provide policies against which planning applications for waste development
will be assessed, alongside other relevant planning policies/guidance.

The NLWP will cover all principal waste streams including:

e Local Authority Collected Waste (LACW): Previously known as municipal waste,
LACW refers to all waste collected by a Local Authority, including household and
trade waste;

e Commercial and Industrial (C&I): Wastes produced by businesses and industry;

e Construction, Demolition & Excavation (CD&E): Waste generated as a result of
delivering infrastructure projects, building, renovation and the maintenance of
structures;

e Hazardous: A sub category of all waste streams where the material produced is
hazardous and requires specialist handling and treatment;

e Agricultural waste: Waste produced by farming and forestry activity;

e Waste Water: Waste produced from washing, cleaning and hygienic activities
to create waste water and sewage effluents; and

e Low level radioactive waste: Waste associated with the undertaking of x-rays
and laboratory testing using low level radioactive substances.

It is important to recognise that the NLWP will be strategic in nature and even the allocation
of sites/areas should be regarded as a strategic undertaking given that the process omits
consideration of some detailed issues in the knowledge that these will be addressed later
(i.e. through the development management process). This strategic nature of the plan is
reflected in the scope of the SA.
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1.3 The SA Process

1.3.1 The process for undertaking SA/SEA is set out in detail in the National Planning Practice
Guidance' and the document ‘A Practical Guide to the Strategic Environmental Assessment
Directive®. This guidance subdivides the SA/SEA process into a series of stages. While each
stage consists of specific tasks, the intention should be that the process is undertaken in an
iterative manner.

1.3.2 The stages involved in undertaking SA (incorporating SEA) are summarised in Table 1.

Table 1: SA Process
Stage A: Establishing the context and baseline conditions; defining the scope and framework for the

assessment
Al Identify relevant plans, programmes and sustainability objectives that will influence the
plan
A2 Collect relevant social, environmental and economic baseline information
A3 Identify key sustainability issues for the SA / plan to address
Ad Develop the SA Framework, consisting of the SA Objectives and sub-objectives
A5 Produce a scoping report and consult relevant authorities, the public and other key

stakeholders on the scope of the appraisal

Developing and refining alternatives and assessing the effects of the plan

B1 Testing the plan objectives against the SA framework

B2 Developing the plan alternatives

B3 Predicting the effects of the plan

B4 Evaluating the effects of the plan

B5 Considering ways of mitigating adverse effects and maximising beneficial effects

B6 Proposing measures to monitor the significant effects of implementing the plan
Stage C: SA Report

Preparing the SA Report

Stage D: Consultation on the SA Report

Seek representations on the SA Report from consultation bodies and the public

Stage E: Post Adoption Reporting and Monitoring

E1l Prepare and publish post-adoption statement
E2 Monitor significant effects of implementing the Plan
E3 Respond to adverse effects

1.3.3 Stage A of the process corresponds to the scoping stage of the SA and the findings of this
stage are presented in the Scoping Report which was issued for a five-week period of
consultation in June 2014 and subsequently updated to take account of the representations
received. During this stage the scope of the SA was defined.

1.3.4 Stage B of the SA process is linked to the overall production of the NLWP which includes the
development of plan options and the selection of the preferred options.

! CLG Planning Practice Guidance (2014)
2 ODPM ‘A Practical Guide to the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive’ (2005)
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As part of the Stage C an interim SA Report was produced in July 2015, which provided a
summary of the SA process undertaken and documents the findings of the SA of the draft
North London Waste Plan (NLWP) and reasonable alternatives. It was used as a consultation
document and issued to statutory bodies and stakeholders for comment alongside the draft
NLWP document.

This version of the SA report has been prepared following consideration of responses
received on the draft NLWP (Regulation 18) which took place from 30th July to 30th
September 2015. The SA is being updated to reflect policy changes made to the NLWP. The
report meets the SEA requirements and acts as the ‘environmental report’ for the purposes
of Regulation 12 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations
2004. As such, the intention of this SA Report is to adopt an approach to appraisal which also
meets the requirements of the SEA Directive and Regulations. The following table shows
how this report meets the requirements of the SEA Directive.

Table 2: Compliance with the SEA Directive

Information to be included in an Environmental Report under the SEA Relevant sections in
Regulations the SA Report
An outline of the contents, main objectives of the plan and its relationship 1.2
with other relevant plans and programmes. 2.1
The relevant aspects of the current state of the environment and the likely 2.2

evolution thereof without implementation of the plan.

The environmental characteristics of areas likely to be significantly 2.2
affected.

Any existing environmental problems which are relevant to the plan, 2.1
including in particular, those relating to any areas of a particular 2.2
environmental importance, such as areas designated pursuant to Directives 1.5
79/409/EEC and 92/43/EEC.

The environmental protection objectives, established at international, 2.1
Community or national level, which are relevant to the plan and the way 2.2

those objectives and any environmental considerations have been taken
into account during its preparation.

The likely significant effects on the environment, including on issues such as Section 4
biodiversity, population, human health, fauna, flora, soils, water, air, Appendix Report
climatic factors, material assets, cultural heritage, landscape, and the
interrelationship between the above factors.

The measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and as fully as possible offset 45

any significant adverse effects on the environment of implementing the Section 7
plan. Appendix Report
An outline of the reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with and a 3.4
description of how the assessment was undertaken including any Section 4
difficulties.

A description of measures envisaged concerning monitoring. Section 5

A non-technical summary of the information provided above. Separate Document

Feedback from Consultation

North London Waste Plan — SA/SEA Report 4
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Regulation 12(5) of the SEA Regulations stipulates that when deciding on the scope and level
of detail of the information that must be included in the Environmental Report, the
responsible authority should undertake appropriate consultation.

Consequently, when preparing the SA Scoping Report for the NLWP and defining the
framework for the assessment a draft Scoping Report was issued for a five-week period of
consultation that ran from Tuesday 3" June 2014 to Wednesday ot July 2014. Comments
were invited on the content of the draft Scoping Report and, in particular, whether it
identified the key sustainability issues from the baseline information and if the proposed
Sustainability Appraisal Framework was appropriate.

Each of the statutory consultation bodies identified by the SEA Regulations® was consulted
on scope and level of detail contained within the Report. In addition, and in line with the
NLWP Consultation Protocol and each Borough’s adopted Statement of Community
Involvement (SCI), wider consultation on the Scoping Report was also undertaken.

Comments were received on the draft Scoping Report from Natural England, the
Environment Agency, North London Waste Authority, community groups and individuals.
Some of the main comments received were the need to:

e Review additional relevant plans, policies and programmes to identify their
implications for the NLWP;

e Incorporate additional baseline information relating to issues such as fly tipping and
exempt facilities;

e Ensure that the identified sustainability issues acknowledge that location priorities for
new facilities need to take account of proximity to waste sources, to disposal/re-
use/recovery sites and to the location of markets for recovered or secondary
materials;

e Make a number of minor amendments to one objective and to indicator information
relating to health, green infrastructure, transport, landscape, flood risk, waste self-
sufficiency and the economy.

The SA Scoping Report has been updated to address these comments. It is considered that
the revised SA Scoping Report forms a fit for purpose framework for the appraisal of the
NLWP and that this framework has been subject to the statutory requirements set out in
Regulation 12 of the SEA Regulations.

Following on from the Regulation 18 SA, six two-part public consultation events were held
from 2™ September to 11" September 2015 consisting of both facilitated afternoon
workshops requiring registration and evening drop-in sessions. These took place in each

® The SEA Regulations require the Environment Agency, English Heritage, Natural England and the Countryside
Agency to be consulted on the scope of sustainability appraisals. However, the Natural Environment and Rural
Communities (NERC) Act merged the Countryside Agency and English Nature to form a new agency - Natural

England.
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North London Borough, with the exception of Islington which co-hosted a combined event in
Camden close to the borough boundary. An additional meeting was scheduled in Hackney
specifically concerning the suitability of the Theydon Road area identified in the previous
consultation draft for the development of waste management facilities. The purpose of
these events was to seek views from residents and interested parties on development
management policies, sites and areas set out in the draft Plan.

Related Assessments

Habitat Regulations Assessment
Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and Wild Flora and Fauna — the
‘Habitats Directive’ — provides legal protection for habitats and species of European

importance. Article 6 of this Directive introduced the requirement to undertake a ‘Habitat
Regulation Assessment’ (HRA) of the implications of proposed land use plans for the
integrity of nature conservation sites of European importance. Such sites are known as
Natura 2000 sites, and include Special Areas of Conservation (SACs), candidate Special Areas
of Conservation (cSACs), Special Areas of Protection (SPAs), potential Special Areas of
Protection (pSPAs), Ramsar sites and Offshore Marine Sites (OMSs).

The purpose of a HRA is to determine whether or not significant effects on European sites
are likely and to suggest ways in which they could be avoided. Under the provisions of the
Habitats Directive, such a plan can only be brought into effect, as a result of the HRA, it can
be demonstrated that the integrity of the sites will not be adversely affected or, where
adverse impacts are anticipated, there are shown to be no alternative solutions and
imperative reasons of overriding public interest for the plan to go ahead.

The HRA of the NLWP is being prepared and will be reported separately. The main issues
that are likely to be addressed by this assessment concern the implications of the spatial
strategy and proposed allocations for the protection of internationally designated wildlife
sites, either alone or in-combination with other plans or projects occurring within the Plan
area and adjacent parts of Greater London.

North London Waste Plan — SA/SEA Report 6
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2. THE CONTEXT FOR THE PLAN

2.1 Links to Other Plans, Programmes and Strategies

2.1.1 Stage Al of the SA process involves establishing the context in which the NLWP is being
prepared, namely the other policies, plans and programmes, and sustainability objectives
that could influence its content and the opportunities and challenges they present. The SEA
Directive specifically requires environmental objectives established at international,
European Community or national levels to be taken into account in developing a Plan.
However, in order to facilitate a comprehensive approach, guidance on SA recommends that
this should be widened to consider how the Plan can support the full range of other plans,
policies and programmes that already exist, including at the regional and local levels, taking
into account their economic and social as well as environmental objectives.

2.1.2 The Scoping Report published a list of relevant plans, policies and programmes and
contained a detailed assessment of these plans and the key messages and implications of
them for the NLWP. This list is reproduced in Appendix 1 to this report.

2.1.3 A number of key messages emerged from this review of policies, plans and programmes.
These are summarised in Table 3 below and are grouped under the topics listed in the SEA
Directive.

Table 3: Key Messages from the Policies, Plans and Programmes Review

Key Messages Policies, Plans and Programmes

Biodiversity, Flora and Fauna The Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC),

Ensure biodiversity is considered in all
areas of decision-making.
Maintain, protect, enhance and restore

biodiversity and the natural environment.

Avoid harm to designated sites and
protected species.

Ensure the importance of green
infrastructure is recognised.

Thames river basin district river basin management
plan: 2009, The Ramsar Convention, Birds Directive
(2009/147/EC), Habitats Directive (97/62/EC), EU
Biodiversity Strategy to 2020, Conservation of
Habitats and Species Regulations (2010), Wildlife
and Countryside Act (1981), Natural Environment
and Rural Communities Act (2006), UK Biodiversity
Action Plan, 1994 (reviewed 2007), Biodiversity
2020: a Strategy for England’s Wildlife and
Ecosystem Services (2011), The Natural Choice
(2011), Protection of Badgers Act 1992, Hedgerow
Regulations 1997, NPPF (updated July 2018), the
London Plan (2016), Mayor London’s Biodiversity
Strategy, London Biodiversity Action Plan, Local
Plan Core Strategies and Development Policies
documents, local BAPs, London Environment
Strategy (2018).

Population and Human Health

Ensure wider health issues are
considered and safeguard the health of
the community.

Protect and improve quality of life.
Maintain / improve access to open space
for leisure and recreation.

Locate sites where the potential impact

The NPPF (updated July 2018), Healthy Lives,
Healthy People: Our strategy for public health in
England (2010), Local Plan Core Strategies and
Development Policies documents, Sustainable
Community Strategies, North Central London
Sustainability and Transformation Plan (NCL STP).,
London Environment Strategy (2018).
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Key Messages Policies, Plans and Programmes

on the health and well being of local
communities is minimised.

Avoid adverse impacts on human health
arising from the transport of wastes.

Soil

Prioritise the use of previously developed
land.

Avoid ground pollution and seek to
reduce land contamination.

The Mining Waste Directive (2006/21/EC),
Safeguarding Our Soils — A Strategy for England,
NPPF (updated July 2018), the London Plan ((2016)
Local Plan Core Strategies and Development
Policies documents.

Water

Maintain and improve water quality.
Limit the impacts of waste management
facilities on sensitive receptors such as
water.

Use water resources efficiently and seek
to minimise future demands.

Reduce the impact of flooding and avoid
inappropriate development in areas of
flood risk.

Avoid development that could increase
flood risk.

Promote the management of surface
water and reduction of flood risk using
SuDS

Protect groundwater.

The Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC),
Directive 2006/118/EC on the protection of
groundwater against pollution and deterioration,
the IPPC Directive (2008/1/EC), NPPF (updated July
2018), , National Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk
Management Strategy for England — Environment
Agency (2011) , Water for People and the
Environment; Water Resources Strategy for England
and Wales (2009), London Plan ((2016), Securing
London’s Water Future: The Mayor’s Water
Strategy (2011), Thames Region Catchment Flood
Management Plan (2009), Managing Flood Risk in
the Lower Lee Catchment, Today and in the Future
(2013), Groundwater protection: principles and
practice (GP3) (2013) Local Plan Core Strategies and
Development Policies documents.

Limit the impacts of waste management
facilities on sensitive receptors such as
air.

Reduce the distance local wastes travel to
be managed by providing more waste
management capacity in the plan area.
Increase use of sustainable transport
methods and reduce the need to travel.

The IPPC Directive (2008/1/EC), European Air
Quality Directive (2008/50/EC), Air Quality Strategy
for England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland
(2007), Air Pollution: Action in a Changing Climate
(2010), NPPF (updated July 2018), the London Plan
(2016), Clearing the Air: The Mayor’s Air Quality
Strategy (2010), Local Plan Core Strategies and
Development Policies documents, Air Quality
Actions Plans, London Environment Strategy (2018)

Climate

Reduce contributions to climate change.
Recognise the need to diversify energy
supply and increase the proportion of
energy that is generated from renewable
sources.

Recognise that waste can be a potential
source of low carbon energy.

Limit the potential impact of waste
management developments on climate
change.

Kyoto Protocol, NPPF (updated July 2018), Meeting
the Energy Challenge: A White Paper on Energy
(2007), Climate Change Act 2008, UK Climate
Change Programme (2006), , Delivering London’s
Energy Future: The Mayor’s Climate Change
Mitigation and Energy Strategy (2011), the London
Plan (2016)) which propose a carbon intensity floor
for energy generating plant, Managing risks and
increasing resilience: the Mayor’s climate change
adaptation strategy, Local Plan Core Strategies and
Development Policies documents, London
Environment Strategy (2018).

Transport

Reduce emissions from the transport of
waste by all modes by seeking to manage
more waste close to its source.

Reduce the risk that movement of waste
will contribute to road congestion and
safety or adversely affect road safety.
Promote sustainable transport of wastes

European Air Quality Directive (2008), Air Quality
Strategy for England, Scotland, Wales and
Northern Ireland (2007), Waste Management Plan
for England (2011). National Planning Policy for
Waste (and associated Planning Practice
Guidance) (2014), Sustainable Communities Act
(2007), Meeting the Energy Challenge (2007), The
Climate Change Act (2008), The Future of
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Key Messages Policies, Plans and Programmes

encouraging use of rail and waterways.

Transport White Paper (2004), The London Plan
(2016) , The Mayor’s Waste Management Strategy
(2011), North London Joint Waste Strategy (2008),
The Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy (2010), Borough
Transport Strategies, London Environment
Stratefy (2018).

Material Assets
e Prevent/reduce waste and recognise
waste as a resource.

seek to reduce deprivation.

e Promote employment opportunities and

The NPPF (updated July 2018), Local Plan Core
Strategies and Development Policies documents,
Sustainable Community Strategies.

Cultural Heritage
e Protect the historic environment from
inappropriate development.

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas)
Act (1990), Ancient Monuments and Archaeological
Areas Act (1979), The Governments Statement on
the Historic Environment for England (2010),
National Heritage Protection Plan, NPPF (updated
July 2018), London Plan (2016), Local Plan Core
Strategies and Development Policies documents.

Landscape

e Protect and enhance landscape
character, improve local environmental
quality and protect the environment.

e Maintain access to the countryside.

e Recognise the value of landscapes and

European Landscape Convention (2000), Natural
Environment and Rural Communities Act (2006),
NPPF (updated July 2018), The Natural Choice
(2011), London Plan (2016), Local Plan Core
Strategies and Development Policies documents.

the need to reduce waste production.
e Manage waste in accordance with the
Waste Hierarchy.
e Continue to reduce reliance on landfill.
e Increase self-sufficiency in terms of
dealing with waste.

e Recognise the need for sustainable waste
management practices and, in particular,

townscapes.
Waste The Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EC),
e Provide facilities for the treatment of Landfill Directive (99/31/EC), Packaging Waste
waste. Directive (2005/20/EC), Incineration of Wastes

Directive (2000/76/EC), WEEE Directive
(2002/96/EC), Waste Management Plan for England
(2013), Government Review of Waste Policy in
England (2011), Waste (England and Wales)
Regulations 2011, Landfill (England and Wales)
Regulations 2002, Hazardous Waste Regulations
2005, Waste Incineration (England and Wales)
Regulations 2002, Household Waste Recycling Act
2003, , Updated national waste planning policy,
Industrial Emissions Directive 2011, London Plan
(2016), London’s Wasted Resource: The Mayor’s
Municipal Waste Management Strategy (2011),
Making Business Sense of Waste: The Mayor’s
Business Waste Strategy for London (2011), North
London Joint Waste Strategy (2009), Local Plan Core
Strategies and Development Policies documents,
London Environment Strategy (2018).

2.2 Overview of the Sustainability Baseline and Key Issues

2.2.1 An important step when establishing the appropriate scope of an SA involves reviewing

baseline information on the current environmental, social and economic conditions in the

Plan area. This helps to enable the identification of those key sustainability issues that the SA

should consider and which the Plan can address. Baseline data also provides the information

necessary to assist in predicting and monitoring the effects of a plan.
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2.2.2 This part of Chapter 2 provides a summary of the current state of the environment, existing
environmental problems and the environmental characteristics of the area. The full review
of baseline information is provided in the SA Scoping Report which also indicates the sources
of the statistics quoted in the section below.

Biodiversity

2.2.3 The North London area includes a number of international, national, and local features of
biodiversity interest. Within the NLWP area there is one Ramsar site (Lea Valley) which is
also classed as a European Special Protection Area (SPA), one Special Area of Conservation
(SAC) (Epping Forest), six Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), 307 Sites of Importance for
Nature Conservation (SINCs) and 21 Local Nature Reserves (LNR).

2.2.4 International and European Designated sites cover large areas in the north east of the North
London Plan Area. Nationally and locally designated sites are located throughout the North
London area but are mainly concentrated within the west of the area. Development must be
sensitive to these sites and should support their enhancement where applicable and
practicable.

Population
2.2.5 The North London area is one of the most densely populated areas in the UK. Recent

statistics” show that the population has risen from 1.6 million in 2012 to more than 2 million
in 2017.. This population growth will also increase the amount of waste North London will
need to manage in the future, even though the amount of waste generated per person may
not increase. The average age in North London is typically below the national average and
this is particularly apparent in Islington, Hackney, Haringey and Waltham Forest which all
have an average age below the Greater London average. Ethnic diversity is greater across
the North London area than for England as a whole.

2.2.6 Hackney, Islington, Haringey, and Waltham Forest are all within the top 20 most deprived
areas in the country. The indices of deprivation are based on income; employment; health
and disability; education, skills and training; barriers to housing and services; living
environment; and crime. Levels of deprivation are particularly acute in relation to barriers to
housing and Hackney, Haringey and Waltham Forest are all in the top five most deprived
local authorities in England in relation to this domain.

Health

2.2.7 People living in the London Boroughs of Barnet and Enfield have longer average life
expectancies for males and females than the national average. All of the other Boroughs
have shorter average life expectancies for males than the average for London and England.
However, with the exception of Islington and Waltham Forest, five of the Boroughs have
higher average life expectancies for females than the average for England. In general the
statistics for people describing the state of their own health in the North London Boroughs

* Office for National Statistics (https://www.ons.gov.uk/)
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are comparable with the London and national averages. However, within the inner London
Boroughs a slightly greater proportion of people describe their health as ‘Very Bad’ when
compared to national and London averages.

The method of waste processing, storage, transportation and disposal has the potential to
impact human health through air, noise and water pollution in the same way as other
commercial and industrial activities. However the risk of such impacts can be effectively
minimised or eliminated using infrastructure or procedures imposed by planning conditions,
environmental permitting and health and safety legislation.

As with other types of material transport, transportation of waste can pose health issues
associated with noise and air pollution. The siting of new facilities will need to take into
account the available transport links and the proximity of the facility to the source and
eventual destination of the materials whether these are still wastes or secondary products.
In the North London area, consideration should be given to the utilisation of sustainable
transport networks i.e. the River Lee, the Regents Canal and several railway lines that cross
the Plan area.

Soil

The land use within the plan area is primarily urban. However, small pockets of land within
Enfield and Barnet have been classed by Natural England as either grade 3 or grade 4 quality
agricultural land. This is not considered a particularly valuable agricultural resource but
implies that waste management in the plan area must consider agricultural waste provisions.

Water Quality and Resources

The River Lee and Lee Navigation are the main rivers/canals within the plan area. There are
several other tributaries in the area together with the Grand Union Canal. River quality
within the plan area varies considerably but there are a number of water bodies which have
been classified as ‘poor’ by the Environment Agency under the Water Framework Directive.

Per capita water consumption in the Thames region exceeds the national average and the
region has one of the lowest average rainfalls in the UK. Groundwater is an important
resource in London, accounting for 20% of its drinking water. The Environment Agency has
identified several source protection zones within the plan area where specific pollution
prevention mechanisms are in place and potentially polluting activities routinely monitored.
There are increasing pressures on water resources from an expanding population, increased
urbanisation and changing climate.

All of the London Boroughs have some susceptibility to flooding, particularly surface water
flooding. Parts of the plan area are also susceptible to fluvial flooding which is greatest along
the River Lee and its tributaries. This flood risk will have to be taken into account by the
NLWP by preventing inappropriate development in areas at high risk of flooding and
directing development away from areas at highest risk.
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Air Quality

Air quality within the North London area is poor compared to average national levels and as
a reflection the entire Boroughs of Barnet, Camden, Enfield, Hackney, Haringey, Islington
and Waltham Forest have been declared as Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs). These
areas are designated due to high levels of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and particulate matter
(PM10) primarily derived from road vehicles.

The NLWP can make a contribution to reducing air quality problems by providing more
capacity to manage locally arising wastes within the Plan area thereby reducing waste
transport miles and delivering a corresponding reduction in waste-related transport air
emissions impacting local air quality generated by the sector. The NLWP can provide a
further contribution to reducing air quality problems by encouraging the transport of waste
by alternative modes such as rail and canal where this is logistically feasible and
economically viable.

The potential health impacts associated with air pollution, arising from siting waste
management facilities close to residential and employment areas and other sensitive
receptors needs careful evaluation. Appropriate controls administered through the planning
and waste licensing processes should be used.

Climate Change
The North London area is likely to be susceptible to the effects of climate change. In

particular this includes the effects of increased flooding along the River Lee Valley,
decreased water reserves, and increased air pollution through dry sunny weather and
increased temperatures due to the ‘heat island’ effect in the Inner London Boroughs.
Climate change projections indicate that by the middle of the century, the average summer
day in London is likely to be 2.7°C warmer than the baseline average. By 2050 the average
summer is also expected to be 19% drier than the baseline average but the average winter
could be 15% wetter.

With the exception of Camden, the Boroughs have lower CO, emissions per capita than the
national average. The higher level of per capita emissions in Camden is largely a reflection of
the comparatively high levels of emissions per capita from non-domestic buildings. In each
of the Borough’s the per capita CO, emissions from road transport is significantly less than
the national average. This is particularly apparent in Camden, Hackney, Haringey, Islington
and Waltham Forest. Per capita CO, emissions from the domestic sector are below the
national average in six of the Boroughs but are marginally higher in Barnet.

The NLWP can contribute to climate change mitigation by pursuing and promoting measures
such as sustainable transportation and sustainable construction techniques in new waste
facilities. While it is recognised that waste management facilities will continue to generate
CO, emissions, new waste facilities generating energy need to meet the Mayor’s Carbon
Intensity Floor.

North London Waste Plan — SA/SEA Report 12
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Transport
North London has a well-developed network of roads and railways. Road congestion has

however historically been a problem in parts of the plan area. The worst-affected areas are
the southern parts of the area where the Congestion Charging Zone has been introduced to
encourage a reduction in the number of journeys made by private car. Nevertheless,
congestion in the main road network is an issue throughout the Plan area. Car ownership
levels in the inner Boroughs are low compared to the national average but average in the
outer Boroughs.

There are three main train lines running through the North London area which terminate in
Euston, St Pancras, and Kings Cross, all of which are located within the London Borough of
Camden. Together with the three main lines, London Overground national rail services also
serve the area. North London is also well served by the London Underground and the
Crossrail project will result in the creation of a new station within the south of the plan area.
In addition, there are two main canals within the study area: the Regents Canal and the River
Lee Navigation.

Transport for London is consulting on the route of Crossrail 2, a proposed new railway which
would connect the national rail network in Surrey with Hertfordshire running through North
London with a preliminary route released in 2015. In light of the 2015 route, some existing
waste sites may be impacted, including but not limited to; Mobile Plant S R 008 No27 in
Islington, O’'Donovan Marketfield Road and Totenham Court Road, Western Road H W R C,
all Haringey, Winters Haulage, Oakleigh Road South and G B N Services Ltd both in Barnet.
Furthermore, proposed new areas might be affected, in parts of the Lee Valley in particular.
Existing and proposed sites and areas may be affected by safeguarding for use as worksites
or, due to proximity to a proposed station, come under pressure for redevelopment for
other land uses such as housing. Crossrail 2 is expected to be operational by 2030 and route
consultations will be ongoing. The impact of Crossrail 2 on the NLWP will be addressed
under the monitoring arrangements.

The transportation of waste by road can contribute to congestion and also have secondary
impacts on air quality. The distribution of facilities across North London will need to be
considered and the NLWP should also aim to maximise the potential for some waste to be
transported by alternative modes of travel, such as rail or canal.

Economy
The average gross weekly earnings within each of the North London Boroughs is higher than

the average for England and all of the Boroughs have a higher proportion of their working
population employed in the top three Standard Occupation Classifications than the national
average. However the cost of living in the North London Boroughs is high; residential
property prices are considerably higher than the national average and continue to rise at
rates that exceed the average for England and Wales. One result of the above average
property prices is the low home ownership rate in comparison to the national average. The
inner London Boroughs also has a higher average house price than the London average.
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With the exception of Barnet, all of the North London Boroughs have higher unemployment
rates than the national average. This is particularly prevalent in Hackney, Haringey, Islington
and Waltham Forest.

Waste management alone is not likely to play a major role in raising the economic profile of
an area but with considered planning, it can contribute. Presence of a recycling or
reprocessing facility can provide the impetus for others to invest in new local plant
manufacturing products from secondary (reprocessed or recovered) materials generating
jobs and wealth creation opportunities.

In particular, facilities can stimulate the local economy by creating markets and providing
heat from the waste to the local community and local businesses. The provision of adequate
facilities can also reduce the costs of managing waste by decreasing the need for waste to
travel outside of the plan area for treatment / disposal.

Individual waste facilities typically employ relatively few staff; however a significant growth
in infrastructure which enables the shift of waste treatment away from landfill, provides a
potential benefit from cumulative growth in new jobs. In addition, although better
technology means that there are likely to be fewer people directly employed within waste
management facilities, other opportunities do exist, such as jobs associated with
decentralised energy and the use of recycled products. Nevertheless, new facilities should
be distributed across the North London area so that they are in close proximity to sources of
waste though there may be good reasons to site them close to or alongside facilities
reprocessing materials into secondary products as this can help to reduce the distance they
travel, reducing potential air quality impacts and greenhouse gas generation.

Cultural Heritage
The North London area has over 14,000 listed buildings, 172 conservation areas, and 30

historic parks and gardens within the North London area. English Heritage identifies that
over 140 of these listed buildings, 21 conservation areas and 3 historic parks and gardens are
at risk of neglect and damage.

This wealth of heritage assets within the North London area could provide additional
constraints on the location of new waste management facilities.

Landscape
There are no Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty or other statutory landscape protection

designations within North London. Practically all of the non-urban land in North London is
designated as Green Belt excluding registered parks. The majority of the landscape of the
area is defined by the Inner London Countryside Character Area.

Enfield has also identified Areas of Special Character where the Council will seek to preserve
and enhance the essential character of the area, including landscape features such as
woodlands, streams, designed parklands and enclosed farmland.
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2.2.33 These designations can place substantial constraints on the type and scale of development
that might occur outside of the urban area.

Waste Management

2.2.34 In order to assess North London’s current facilities, capacity and arisings, and future waste
management requirements, a Waste Data Study was prepared in July 2014 and updated in
July 2015 to inform the Regulation 18 Draft NLWP. A further update in 2018 accompanies
this Sustainability Appraisal and the Proposed Submission Plan, the results of which can be
seen below.

2.2.35 The Waste Data Study identified that London as a whole produced approximately 22 million
tonnes of waste in 2012. 17% (3.7 million tonnes) of this waste was Local Authority
Collected Waste (LACW), 34% (7.5 million tonnes) was Commercial and Industrial (C&l)
waste, 47% (10.4 million tonnes) was Construction, Demolition and Excavation (CD&E)
waste. Overall 57% of waste produced in London is recycled.

2.2.36 Table 4 below shows the amount of waste generated in North London for the main waste
streams using the latest data from 2018. Waste arisings vary from year to year and these
figures represent a snapshot in time. Figure 1 shows the proportion of each waste stream as
a percentage of the total waste in North London®.

Table 4: Amount of Waste Generated in North London, 2018

Local Authority Collected Waste (LACW) 845,776
Commercial and Industrial Waste (C&l) 762,301
Construction and Demolition Waste (C&D) 443,180
Agricultural Waste 9,223
Hazardous waste 54,420
Excavation Waste 747,242
TOTAL 2,861,062

Source: North London Waste Data Study Update 2018

® The data is taken from the Waste Data Study (2016)
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Figure 1 - Waste arisings in North London 2016
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Source. North London Waste Data Study Update 2018

2.2.37

2.2.38

2.2.39

In North London, just over 850,000 tonnes of LACW was collected in 2016/17°. Of this,
approximately 26% was recycled, reused or composted. Of the remaining LACW, 60% was
sent to NLWA’s energy-from-waste facility at Edmonton and 12% was sent to landfill outside
of North London.

The Waste Data Study has used two methods to identify and project C&I waste. The first is to
use data from the Defra C&I Waste Survey 2009 in line with the London Plan to assess the
management routes of North London’s C&I waste. The second is to use the new method for
calculating C&I waste as introduced following the withdrawal of the Defra C&I surveys which
uses published data from the EA’s WDI. This new method of calculation indicates that 44%
of C&I waste is recycled, reused or composted while 33% of this waste stream is sent to
landfill and land recovery. A small proportion (6%) of C&I is sent for non thermal treatment
with the remainder (17%) sent for thermal treatment with energy recovery. It should be
noted that potential reliance on landfill will drop to 10% by 2030 in order to achieve EU
statutory targets with recycling and reuse levels increasing to 65%.

Through the London Environment Strategy, the Mayor is seeking to make London a zero
waste city with no biodegradable or recyclable waste sent to landfill by 2030 and by aiming
to achieve 65% recycling from London’s municipal waste, this will be achieved through a 50%
recycling rate from LACW by 2025 (Policy 7.2.1) and 75% from business waste by 2030
(policy 7.2.2). The Mayor has also said that he does not want any new energy from waste
capacity (policy 7.3.2.b). The Mayor has also indicated that he will use his powers to ensure
there are sufficient sites to manage London’s waste. The Environment Strategy embraces the
ideals of the Circular Economy requiring manufacturers to design products to generate less
waste and which can be easily repaired, reused and recycled, and the strategy encourages
the development of business to facilitate this.

¢ Figures NLWA Annual Monitoring Report 2016-17
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Local planning policies and development industry practice mean a lot of C&D material is
managed on site and does not enter the waste stream. A total of 443,180 tonnes of C&D
waste and 747,243 tonnes of excavation waste was produced in North London in 2016. The
largest proportion of C&D waste arising in North London is managed via recycling (73%) and
treatment (20%) facilities, with 7% sent directly to landfill. Recycling rates of C&D waste are
high due to the nature and value of the material. Excavation materials are primarily disposed
of directly to landfill (53%) with the remainder managed through transfer stations (28%) or
sent for treatment (19%). The London Plan includes a target of 95% recycling of CD&E by
2020.

For hazardous a total of 53,421 tonnes was produced in 2016, of this waste 40% was
managed at treatment facilities, of which the majority was exported for treatment outside of
North London. The next most common method of management was recovery (20%), with a
further 16% being managed at landfill. Of the total hazardous waste arisings, 653,240
tonnes (99.3%) was exported out of North London for management. It is not unusual for
hazardous waste to travel outside the area to specialist facilities which tend to have a wider
catchment area.

A total of 9,223 tonnes of Agricultural waste was produced in 2016, with only 125 tonnes
being identified as being managed off site. The majority of agricultural waste arisings are
managed within the limited number of farm holdings within the Plan area, with a very small
amount managed offsite through commercial waste facilities. As such, the NLWP does not
seek to identify sites for additional facilities to manage this waste stream; any facilities which
do come forward on farm land would be considered against Policy 3 ‘Windfall sites’.

The very small amount of Low Level Non-Nuclear Radioactive Waste (LLW) arising in North
London, mainly from hospitals, is currently managed outside of the area in specialist
facilities. Records of LLW in the sub-region indicate that there are currently 16 sites
producing LLW as waste water, with a number of the amounts generated being below the
reporting threshold, which is measured in terms of radioactivity.

The main Thames Water sewage treatment facility in North London is Deephams Sewage
Treatment Works (STW). This facility serves a Population Equivalent (PE) of 891,000 (as at
2011) and currently treats 209,000 tonnes of sewage that arrives at the works each day,
although this can increase to over 1.3 million tonnes during heavy rainfall. Works are
planned to upgrade Deephams STW. This proposed upgrade will increase the effluent
treatment capacity of the STW so that it is able to serve a PE of 989,000 which will
accommodate population growth up until at least 2032. Thames Water is also proposing an
upgrade to the sewage sludge treatment stream at Deephams STW which will be sufficient
to meet their needs during the plan period.

The current waste infrastructure in North London is dominated by transfer stations and
treatment/recycling/composting facilities. However, the waste transfer facilities in North
London are increasingly also sorting and recycling material. There are no disposal sites in the
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plan area, only one incinerator with energy recovery and nine household waste recycling
centres. Over one third of the waste facilities in North London are located in Enfield. Barnet,
Haringey and Waltham Forest also have a reasonable number of sites, whereas Camden,
Islington and Hackney have very few sites. The only waste management facilities in Camden
and Islington are household waste recycling centres. This reflects the nature of boroughs
which vary throughout North London with some boroughs better equipped to deliver
suitable waste sites than others. The geography of North London influences the spread of
waste sites.

The lack of disposal sites and the high number of transfer stations indicate that a significant
proportion of North London’s waste is being transferred out of the area for disposal.
Although, as noted above, the waste transfer facilities in North London are increasingly also
sorting and recycling material. Analysis of wastes movements also indicates a substantial
quantity of waste arising in other parts of the capital passes through transfer stations in
North London raising the quantity of waste that it appears to export.

Data Gaps
During the SA process several data gaps have been identified within the baseline assessment

due to the lack of information of suitable quality. The majority of these data gaps relate to
waste management information; however, there are also some data gaps within the
environmental, social, and economic sections of the baseline report. Examples of specific
gaps include:

e Information regarding the general health of the North London population and any at
risk groups;

e Detail on the risk of sewer flooding in the North London area; and

e Detail on groundwater provision and the quality of this resource.

In relation to waste, there is more information available for certain waste streams than
others. In particular, there is more up-to-date, reliable information available for LACW waste
arisings in North London than there is for C&I, CD&E and agricultural waste.

Other specific data gaps include:

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

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

e Information on the sources of ground contamination;

e Information on the arisings of low-level radioactive waste in North London; and

e Information regarding the transportation of waste, including kilometres travelled and
the modes of transport utilised in the North London area.
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Future Changes without the Plan

2.2.49 The SEA Regulations not only require the relevant aspects of the current state of the
environment to be reported but also state that consideration should be given to the likely
evolution of these issues if the Plan is not implemented. The table below lists trends relating
to the key sustainability issues in North London and identifies whether there is scope for the
Plan to influence these trends.

Table 5: Summary of projected further changes

Projected Trend Potential Influence of the Plan

Continuation of a fast growing population which
is increasing above the national average

The implementation of the Plan is unlikely to
affect this issue but any increase in the
population is likely to result in an associated
growth in waste.

Continuation of high population density

The implementation of the Plan is unlikely to
affect this issue.

Five of the seven North London boroughs have
shorter average life expectancies for males than
the average for London and England. Both
Islington and Waltham Forest also have lower
average life expectancies for females than the
national average.

Apply development management policies to
ensure that new waste management
development does not have an unacceptable
impact on the health and amenity of nearby
sensitive receptors.

Average gross weekly earnings are likely to
remain above the national average but the high
costs of living are likely to continue.

The implementation of the Plan is unlikely to
have a significant effect on costs of living.
Facilitate, as far as possible, new waste facilities
to generate incremental employment gains.

Continuation of high levels of deprivation and
unemployment in some areas, particularly in
relation to barriers to housing.

Facilitate, as far as possible, new waste facilities
to generate incremental employment gains
recognising that these are likely to have a limited
impact on overall levels of deprivation. The
implementation of the Plan is unlikely to affect
barriers to housing.

The North London area is likely to be susceptible
to the effects of climate change. In particular this
includes the effects of increased flooding,
increased air pollution through dry sunny
weather and increased temperatures.

Require new development to take this into
account by, for example, incorporating high
standards of insulation and natural ventilation
and by reflecting flood risk issues and
incorporating infrastructure such as SuDS to
mitigate it.

Air quality is poor compared to national levels.
The number of days on which recommended
levels are exceeded is forecast to decrease but it
is not certain that this is a long term trend.

Support improvements to air quality by seeking
to bring sources of waste and management
facilities as close together as feasible and
promote alternative methods of transporting
waste.

Continuation of need to reduce greenhouse gas

Support reductions in greenhouse gas emissions
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Projected Trend Potential Influence of the Plan

emissions.

by promoting recycling and the re-use of
materials and by reducing ‘waste miles’ by
supporting the provision of sufficient facilities
within the Plan area to manage North London’s
waste.

There are a number of water bodies which have
been classified as being ‘poor’ quality.

Require new development to take this into
account by, for example, incorporating SuDS. This
would also be covered by individual Borough’s
Local Plan Policies.

Per capita water consumption continues to
exceed the national average.

Apply development management policies so that
this issue is addressed for new applications by,
for example, requiring new development to be
water efficient unless this is already covered by
individual borough’s policies

Road congestion has historically been a problem
in some areas and could continue to be an issue.

Define spatial strategy that brings sources of
waste and management facilities as close
together as feasible and promote alternative
methods of transporting waste.

A significant proportion of North London’s waste
is being transported out of the area for disposal.

Support the delivery of suitable waste
management sites that help achieve net self-
sufficiency and reduce the amount of waste that
is exported out of the Plan area.

Hazardous waste arisings have decreased
significantly but CD&E waste arisings could
continue to increase.

Support the delivery of suitable waste
management sites that help achieve net self-
sufficiency and to help move waste up the Waste
Hierarchy.
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THE SA FRAMEWORK AND METHODOLOGY
The SA Framework

SA is an objectives-based appraisal in which the potential impacts of a Plan are assessed in
relation to a series of objectives that promote sustainable development. The establishment
of these objectives is therefore central to the SA process as it provides the methodological
yardstick against which the sustainability effects of the Plan can be described and evaluated.

The SA Objectives are established as part of Stage A of the SA process and reflect the key
sustainability issues identified through the analysis of the evidence base set out in the SA
Scoping Report. Drawing upon the sustainability issues identified through analysis of
baseline data and the review of other relevant plans and strategies, the NLWP SA Scoping
Report identifies fourteen SA objectives. Criteria for measuring progress against each
Sustainability Objective were also developed to assist with the appraisal of the NLWP.

Table 6 identifies the SA Objectives for the NLWP. Each of the Objectives is supported by a
series of subsidiary assessment criteria to add further clarity and to assist the assessment
process.
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Table 6: SA Objectives and Assessment Criteria

SA Objectives

To protect people’s health, communities and
local environmental quality from the adverse
effects of waste management.

Assessment Criteria

Will the plan/proposal have an adverse impact on levels of nuisance including dust, particulate
emissions, noise (including traffic noise), vibration, visual amenity and light pollution?
Will it redress environmental inequalities within the plan area?

To maintain green infrastructure and open
space.

Will the plan/proposal support the creation of healthier lifestyles through, for example, the
provision of new or improved open space?

Will it have an adverse impact on the green infrastructure network?

Will it lead to a loss of open space / reduction in public access?

To promote sustainable modes of transport,
reduce the need to travel and improve choice
and use of more sustainable transport modes.

Will the plan/proposal reduce overall transport distances for waste?
Will it reduce waste-related car and lorry traffic and increase sustainable transport use?
Will it reduce/increase road congestion?

To conserve and enhance the historic
environment, heritage assets and their settings.

Will the plan/proposal have an adverse impact upon heritage assets and/or their setting?

To maintain and enhance the quality and
character of North London's townscapes and
landscapes.

Will the plan/proposal have an adverse impact on local landscape character or on townscapes?
Will it have an adverse affect on the openness of the Green Belt?

Will it affect areas of public open space?

Will it lead to landscape/townscape improvements?

Will it result in development that is sympathetic to its surroundings?

To maintain, protect and enhance biodiversity,
protected species, habitats, geodiversity and
features of geological interest.

Will the plan/proposal have an adverse impact upon protected sites or species?
Will it restore or create new habitat?
Will it lead to the loss of, or impact on the integrity of, BAP habitats or species?

To reduce and manage flood risk

Will the plan/proposal help to avoid inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding?
Will it exacerbate vulnerability to flooding?

Will the plan reduce flood risk through the use of SUDS?

Will the plan involve the reconfiguration of existing sites or development of a flood alleviation
scheme?

To adapt to, and reduce the impacts of, climate
change.

Will the plan/proposal help to reduce vulnerability to the impacts of climate change?
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SA Objectives

Assessment Criteria

o . Will the plan/proposal increase emissions of greenhouse gases from waste activities?
To reduce contributions to climate change, . .
- . Will it reduce emissions of greenhouse gases?
9 | promote energy efficiency and increase the use - )
. Will it encourage the use and/or production of renewable energy?
of energy from sustainable sources. o ) ) .
Will it reduce waste-related car and lorry traffic and increase sustainable transport use?
Will the plan/proposal have an adverse impact on air quality?
Will it reduce/increase road congestion?
10 To protect and improve air quality, water Will the plan/proposal have an adverse impact on surface or ground water quality?
quality and soils. Will it improve existing water quality?
Will the plan/proposal support the remediation of contaminated land?
Will it have an adverse impact on soil quality?
To manage waste sustainably, maximise North Will the plan/proposal minimise the production of waste?
11 London’s self-sufficiency in the management of Will it promote sustainable waste management and encourage movement of waste up the
waste, minimise the production of waste and Waste Hierarchy?
increase re-use, recycling and recovery rates.
To ensure the efficient use of land and natural Will the plan/proposal make use of previous developed land or buildings?
12 | resources and the sustainable management of Will it increase demand for water?
existing resources. Will it incorporate/encourage measures to ensure water is used efficiently?
Will the plan/proposal encourage sustainable economic growth through provision of adequate
T tainabl . th waste management facilities?
0 encourage sustainable economic grow . . . .
. g . . g ! Will the plan/proposal diversify the economy in terms of the waste management sector?
exploit the growth potential of business sectors . . . .
13 . ;. Will it enable new and innovative waste management technologies to be developed and
and improve the competitiveness and .
L ) utilised?
productivity of the local waste industry. T . .
Will it enable maximum value recovery from waste where possible?
Will it promote waste minimisation?
14 To reduce economic disparities, unemployment Will the plan/proposal support the creation of a broad range of jobs and employment
and deprivation. opportunities?
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3.2 Compatibility of SA and NLWP Objectives

3.2.1 The SA Objectives are distinct from the Strategic Objectives of the Plan which are focused on
specific outcomes relating to the provision of waste management capacity whereas the SA
Objectives cover the wider perspective required by SA with respect to the social, economic
and environmental impacts of the Plan. The objectives for the draft NLWP are as follows:

Table 7: Strategic Objectives

Objective Objective

Number

1 To support the movement of north London’s waste as far up the Waste
Hierarchy as practicable, to ensure environmental and economic benefits are
maximised by utilising waste as a resource.

2 To ensure there is sufficient suitable land available to meet North London’s
waste management needs and reduce the movements of waste through
safeguarding existing sites and identifying locations for new waste facilities

3 To plan for net seIf—sufficiency7 in LACW, C&l, C&D waste streams, including
hazardous waste, by providing opportunities to manage as much as
practicable of North London’s waste within the Plan area taking into account
the amounts of waste apportioned to the Boroughs in the London Plan, and
the requirements of the North London Waste Authority.

4 To ensure that all waste developments accord to high standards of design and
build quality, and that the construction and operation of waste management
facilities do not cause unacceptable harm to the amenity of local residents or
the environment.

5 To ensure the delivery of sustainable waste development within the plan area
through the integration of social, environmental and economic considerations

6 To provide opportunities for North London to contribute to the development
of low carbon economy and decentralised energy

7 To support the use of sustainable forms of transport and minimise the
impacts of waste movements including on climate change

8 To protect, and where possible enhance, North London’s natural

environment, biodiversity, cultural and historic environment

3.2.2 A key initial stage of the assessment is to evaluate the extent to which the two sets of
Objectives are aligned and to consider whether the objectives of the NLWP are consistent
with the principles of sustainable development. This enables conflicts and tensions between
the objectives to be identified and necessary additions or amendments to be made. The
compatibility of the two sets of objectives is assessed in Table 8.

" Net self-sufficiency means providing enough waste management capacity to manage the equivalent of the
waste generated in North London, while recognising that some imports and exports will continue.
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Table 8: Compatibility of the SA and NLWP Objectives
NLWP SA Objectives

Objectives [l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 |10 | 11 | 12 | 13 | 14
1 ? v ? v v v
2 ? v | ? ? ? v | v v v v
3 ? v | ? ? ? v | v v v v
4 v v | v |V v
5 Vi ivi|ivi ivi ivI|iIvI|iv|v|v |V v v v v
6 ? ? v | v ? v v v
7 v v v | v v
8 v v | v |V ?

KEY

v Compatible X | Incompatible ? | Unknown / No link

unclear

Table 8 highlights that the majority of the interactions identified between the objectives are
positive and, as a result, most of the two sets of objectives are largely considered to be
compatible with each other. There were no instances where it was considered that the
objectives were potentially incompatible. Nevertheless, there are a number of instances
where the relationship between the two sets of objectives is considered to be uncertain. For
example, the NLWP objective of ensuring that there are sufficient suitable land available to
meet North London’s waste management needs would have an uncertain impact on a
number of social and environmental SA objectives as it is not certain whether any of these
sites may have an impact on, for example, the character of townscapes or green
infrastructure. Nevertheless, it is acknowledged that the Plan and the Development
Management process should ensure that any such adverse impact is avoided or mitigated. It
is also recognised that not identifying sufficient land for waste management facilities also
has the potential to have adverse social, environmental and economic implications.

Approach to the Assessment

The Spatial Strategy and all policies and area allocations in the NLWP have been assessed
against the SA Framework. Regulation 12(2) of the SEA Regulations also requires the likely
significant effects of implementing reasonable alternatives to be identified, described and
evaluated. In accordance with this requirement, reasonable alternatives have also been
considered against the SA Framework.

The appraisal process has considered the degree and type of impact on each of these
objectives. This has been a qualitative assessment of whether or not the predicted effects on
the objective are likely to be significant. A qualitative five point scale set out in Table 9 has
been used as the basis for this assessment which ranks the effect from major positive to
neutral through to major negative and degrees between. Where the effect is unclear or
cannot be assessed a ‘?’ has been used.
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Table 9: Criteria for Assessing the Significance of Impacts
Appraisal Category

Major Positive

Positive

Neutral

Negative

Major Negative

? Uncertain

The appraisal has also considered the likely timing of any impacts, split by short term (0-5
years), medium term (5-10 years), and long-term (10+ years — or likely to last over the whole
of the Plan period). In addition, it has predicted the probability of the impact occurring (high,
medium or low); the scale of impact; the permanence of the impact (temporary or
permanent); any key secondary, cumulative and/or synergistic impacts; and options for
mitigation.

The assessments have adhered to normal procedure for SA/SEA in evaluating the impact of
the policy or site without mitigation. Taking mitigation into account at this stage would
involve a presumption that appropriate measures will be used when this cannot be
guaranteed at present.

Each assessment concludes with a summary section reviewing the overall findings and
proposing mitigation measures.

Data Limitations / Technical Difficulties

The SEA Directive requires the identification of any difficulties encountered; these may
include technical deficiencies or lack of knowledge.

Certain strategic policies in the draft NLWP have no spatial expression. As a result, during the
appraisal of the draft NLWP, there were a number of instances where it was difficult to reach
a judgement on the likely effect of a particular policy due to there being a lack of information
on how and where actions would be carried out.

When assessing area allocations it was difficult to predict impacts on certain objectives as this
will depend on the type of waste management facility that is delivered as, for example, the
degree of impact on dust and traffic levels would depend on the type of facility. Similarly, the
degree to which a facility will move management of material up the Waste Hierarchy would
also vary depending on the type of facility. A number of the proposed area allocations are
quite large. As a result, a common difficulty encountered was that it is difficult to predict the
impact of directing waste management facilities to these locations without knowing
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whereabouts in the area the development would take place. This was a particular issue when
appraising areas which, for example, only adjoined residential properties on one boundary
which made it difficult to predict whether waste management development would take place
in close proximity to a sensitive receptor.

3.4.4 A number of data limitations were also encountered during the process. For instance, limited
information is available on sewer and groundwater flooding. Consequently, when assessing
areas against the objective that relates to reducing flood risk there was a need to focus on
flooding from fluvial, tidal and surface water sources.
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APPRAISAL OF THE DRAFT NLWP

Introduction

This section provides a summary of the results of the SA of the draft NLWP. The first part of
this chapter provides an overview and assessment of the principal options that were
evaluated as part of the preparation of the NLWP.

The second part of the chapter documents the results of the SA of the draft NLWP. It
includes a summary of the appraisal of the Spatial Strategy, policies and area allocations
contained within the plan against the fourteen sustainability objectives identified in the SA
Scoping Report and their associated evaluation criteria. The full details of the assessments
are provided in the accompanying Sustainability Appraisal Report Appendices.

Assessing Alternatives

Regulation 12(2) of the SEA Regulations requires the likely significant effects of
implementing reasonable alternatives to be identified, described and evaluated. In
accordance with this requirement, this section provides an overview of how reasonable

alternatives have been considered during the SA Process.

Strategic Approach

A series of options were considered when determining the strategic approach that the
NLWP would take to waste management in North London. These relate to how much waste
will be generated over the plan period (growth assumptions), how much waste can be
managed within North London (capacity strategy), and how this waste should be managed
(management strategy). An Options Appraisal Report (2018) has been prepared which
considered different scenarios around how much waste will be generated over the plan
period (economic and population growth assumptions), how much waste can be managed
within North London (capacity strategy, and how this waste should be managed
(management strategy). The Options are set out in more detail in an Options Appraisal
Report® and are assessed in relation to SA below.

Growth assumptions: How much waste will be generated in North London up to 20357

The Waste Data Study® considered a number of population and economic growth scenarios
to identify the likely future waste management requirements over the NLWP plan period to
2032. The modelling exercise looked at a range of different growth rates representing
objectives set within Mayoral strategies, including the London Plan (March 2016), as well as
those set nationally. The three growth scenarios represent different population and
economic factors that will affect the quantity of waste generated from households,
businesses and services. The following growth assumption options were considered:

e Option A: No Growth

® North London Waste Plan: Options Appraisal for the Draft Plan (2015)
° North London Waste Plan: Waste Data Study — Part 1: Waste Arisings in North London (2016)
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e Option B: Growth
e Option C: Minimised Growth

All the evidence and projections anticipate substantial population and economic growth in
London over the next few decades. As a result, planning for no growth (Option A) or
minimised growth (Option C) were not considered to be appropriate strategies as they do
not represent the most credible estimate of growth in North London over the plan period
and would result in a risk of there being an under-provision of capacity for waste needs in
North London over the next fifteen years. By contrast, Option B is closely aligned with the
Greater London Authority’s modelling which has been independently tested through the
Local Plan Examination process. The SEA Regulations only require an assessment to be made
of the environmental effects of implementing ‘reasonable’ alternatives. Consequently, given
that Options A and C are not considered to be realistic, it is considered that they do not
constitute reasonable alternatives for the purpose of the SEA Regulations.

Capacity options: how much of North London’s waste can be managed within North London?
The NLWP is required to plan for seven waste streams, in accordance with EU and national
policy: local authority collected waste (LACW); commercial and Industrial (C&l) waste;
construction, demolition and excavation (CD&E) waste, low level radioactive waste,
agricultural waste and excavation waste. In so doing, it must meet apportionment targets
for LACW and C&lI waste by 2026 as set out in the London Plan. In North London, just over
850,000 tonnes of LACW was collected in 2016/1710. Of this, approximately 26% was recycled, reused
or composted. Of the remaining LACW, 60% was sent to NLWA’s energy-from-waste facility at
Edmonton and 12% was sent to landfill outside of North London. Recycling rates of 32% are lower
than the national average of 44% but higher than the national average of 30%. As noted in the
Waste Data Study, low level radioactive waste and agricultural waste do not require
additional facilities during the plan period and Thames Water anticipates that the upgrade to
its existing Deephams facility will be sufficient to manage wastewater effluent during the
plan period. It is also anticipated that further upgrades can be contained within the
Deephams site. This leaves LACW, C&| and CD&E waste streams to plan for in the NLWP.
Hazardous waste is a sub category of all waste streams, and is also considered in the NLWP.
The following capacity strategy options were considered when preparing the draft NLWP:

1. Meeting the London Plan apportionment (managing approximately 85% of LACW and
C&I waste generated in North London)

2. Net self-sufficiency™ for LACW and C&I waste streams (managing the equivalent of
100% of LACW and C&I waste generated in North London)

3. Net self-sufficiency for LACW, C&I and CD&E waste streams (managing the equivalent
of 100% of LACW, C&I and C&D waste generated in North London)

4. Complete self-sufficiency (managing every tonne of locally created waste within
North London).

10 Figures NLWA Annual Monitoring Report 2016-17
1 Net self-sufficiency means providing enough waste management capacity to manage the equivalent of the
waste generated in North London, whilst recognising that some imports and exports will continue.
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The draft NLWP has been based on Option 3 as this is considered to be the most appropriate
capacity strategy. Options 1 and 2 are not considered to be appropriate strategies and the
NLWP would not be in compliance with EU and national policy on planning for all main waste
streams. Options 1 and 2 would also result in the NLWP not planning to meet as much of its
waste as possible and would therefore increase reliance on facilities outside of the Plan area
which could draw objections from neighbouring authorities who have highlighted a need for
London boroughs to reduce exports. By contrast, Option 3 would demonstrate to
neighbouring authorities outside London that North London intends to manage as much of
its own waste as possible and reduce exports. There are also concerns that Option 4 is
undeliverable given that the achievement of complete self-sufficiency is unlikely to be
achieved due to physical constraints, the requirement to meet specialised waste
management needs and the workings of the waste industry which mean that the patterns of
management and movement of C&| and CD&E wastes are subject to commercial decisions
and contracts over which local waste planning authorities have no direct control. Each of the
options have however been appraised. A summary of the conclusions of the appraisal of the
options is provided in Table 10. Full details of the assessment are provided in Appendix 1.

Table 10: Summary of the Appraisal of the Capacity Strategy Options

SA Objective
P 4 L) 6 7 8 10 11 12 13
Option 1 P2 P - - BT A - O A ) S e
Option 2 P2 P - - BT A - O A ) S e
Option 3 ? N R A + + |+ | +
Option 4 ? N R A + + |+ | +
4.2.7 As Table 10 demonstrates, although each of the capacity strategy options has the potential

4.2.8

to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability objectives, there are a number of
instances where Options 3 and 4 could have a more significant positive impact on the
objectives. In particular, by providing enough waste management capacity to manage at
least the equivalent of the waste generated in North London, Options 3 and 4 have the
potential to have a more significant positive impact on the objectives that relate to
maximising self-sufficiency in the management of waste, reducing contributions to climate
change and reducing the need to travel. Options 3 and 4 could also have a positive impact
on the objective of protecting and improving air, water and soil quality. All four of the
options would however have a positive impact on the objectives that relate to ensuring the
efficient use of natural resources, encouraging sustainable economic growth and reducing
unemployment.

However, without the implementation of appropriate mitigation measures, each option has
the potential to have some negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity as, due
the nature of the urban area in North London, each option is likely to result in waste
management facilities being directed to locations that are in proximity to sensitive
receptors. Each option would have an uncertain impact on the remaining objectives.

Management options: how waste will be managed in North London
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The North London Boroughs have statutory duties to meet targets and the NLWP will need
to be ambitious in order to achieve European Union, national, regional and local targets. In
developing the draft NLWP the following three potential recycling / recovery options were
considered:

l. Baseline (current levels of recycling/recovery)
Il. Maximised recycling
Il Maximised recovery / median recycling

The draft NLWP has been based on Option Il as it is considered that this approach aligns with
European, national, regional and local targets. It also means that more waste will be
managed further up the Waste Hierarchy and is more consistent with the aims of the NLWP.
By contrast, it was considered that Option | would not provide the necessary impetus for
change needed to reduce landfill, increase recycling and manage waste higher up the
hierarchy. Option Ill was discounted as it would not meet the Mayor’s timescales for
recycling. Both Options | and Ill were also considered to not be in line with EU, national,
regional and local targets on recycling within the 2020 timeframe. Each of the management
strategy options have however been appraised. A summary of the conclusions of the
appraisal of the options is provided in Table 11. Full details of the assessment are provided
in Appendix 1.

Table 11: Summary of the Appraisal of the Management Strategy Options

SA Objective
7 8 9

4 | 5 6
Option | ? ? ?
Option Il ? ? ?
Option IlI ? ? ?
4.2.11 As Table 11 demonstrates, although each of the management strategy options would have

4.2.12

North Lo

an uncertain impact on the majority of the sustainability objectives, there are clear
differences in the performance of the options in some aspects of the SA process. In
particular, Options Il and Ill have the potential to have a positive impact on the greatest
number of objectives. Specifically, Option Il could have a major positive effect on the
objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, improving the productivity of the
waste industry, ensuring the efficient use of resources and reducing contributions to climate
change. Option Ill could also have a positive impact on each of these objectives and both
options could also have some positive impact on the objectives that relate to minimising the
need to travel and reducing economic disparities. By contrast Option | would have a
negative, uncertain or neutral impact on each of these objectives.

However, without the implementation of appropriate mitigation measures, each option has
the potential to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity as, due the
nature of the urban area in North London, each option is likely to result in waste
management facilities being directed to locations that are in proximity to sensitive
receptors. Each option would have an uncertain impact on the remaining objectives.
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Sites and Areas

An extensive site search and selection process was undertaken as part of the preparation of
the plan. This included a survey of existing waste sites, call for sites exercises and a desk
based land availability search using GIS.

Following the compilation of this process, a long list of sites was produced. This list of sites
was subsequently refined by assessing each of the sites against a series of criteria which
were split into two levels: absolute criteria and screening criteria.

The aim of using the criteria was to apply a level of judgement to the process to ensure that
those sites/areas which are wholly unsuitable are excluded from further consideration and
to identify those which may be suitable. Accordingly, those sites which were affected by
absolute criteria, such as those that were within sites of international or national importance
for nature conservation or which contain Scheduled Ancient Monuments and grade | or
grade II* Listed Buildings, were excluded from the process. The screening criteria were then
applied to all land left after this process. The aim of using the screening criteria was to apply
a level of judgement to ensure that those sites/areas which are wholly unsuitable are
excluded from further consideration and to identify those which may be suitable.

Given that these sites are considered to be unacceptable for waste management
development, they are not considered to constitute reasonable alternatives within the
context of the SEA Regulations. As such, these discounted sites have not been assessed in
this report.

The revised list was subsequently refined by eliminating sites which were not considered to
be realistic or deliverable because they had an application for another use coming forward,
or where the landowner had indicated that the site was not available for waste management
development unless the site already has permission for a waste use. These discounted sites
are also not considered to be reasonable alternatives for the purpose of SEA Regulations and
are not assessed in this report.

The remaining areas have all been proposed for allocation and have therefore been assessed
as part of the appraisal of the draft NLWP. A summary of the appraisal of these sites and
areas is provided in Section 4.3 below and the full appraisals are contained within
Appendices 4.

In preparing this (Proposed Submission) version of the NLWP, and deciding which sites and
areas to take forward, the North London Boroughs took into account national and regional
policy, the aims of the NLWP and consultation responses on the Draft Plan, including issues
raised around deliverability and other constraints. Further work was undertaken to gather
and assess additional information on the proposed sites and areas received during the
consultation or as a result of new data being published. The North London Boroughs
developed a range of reasonable options for taking forward sites and areas in the Proposed
Submission version of the plan. The preferred option was to take forward land designated
as industrial land and high-performing (Band B) sites/areas, while achieving a better
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geographical spread by reducing the number of sites identified in Enfield. This focus on
industrial land and the highest performing areas helps to locate waste facilities away from
residential properties, as far as this is possible in an urban area like North London. Further
details are set out in Options Appraisal for Sites and Areas to be taken forward in the
Proposed Submission NLWP (2018).

Assessing the Draft NLWP

Spatial Framework

The Spatial Framework sets out the physical distribution of key characteristics, including
infrastructure, geographical features and planning designations, which will influence the
Plan and identifies opportunities and constraints within that framework. A summary of the
conclusions of the appraisal of the Spatial Framework contained within the draft NLWP is
provided in Table 12. Full details of the assessment are provided in Appendix 2.

Table 12: Summary of the Appraisal of the Spatial Framework

SA Objective
9 10 11 12 13 14
Spatial Strategy + + FI I B i e + + + |+ +
4.3.2 AsTable 12 demonstrates, the Spatial Framework has the potential to have a positive impact

433

434

on a wide range of objectives. In particular, by supporting the provision of a network of
waste sites across North London it could have a major positive impact on the objective of
managing waste sustainably and some positive effect on the objectives that relate to
encouraging sustainable economic growth and reducing economic disparities.

The Spatial Framework seeks to protect amenity by directing waste management
development to the most suitable sites/areas taking into account environmental and
physical constraints. As a result, the Strategy also has the potential to have a positive impact
on the objectives that relate to health and amenity; green infrastructure; heritage;
landscapes and townscapes; biodiversity; flood risk; adapting to climate change; and
protecting air, water and soil quality.

One of the key principles of the Spatial Framework is to direct waste management facilities
to locations where there are potential opportunities to better utilise sustainable modes of
transport such as rail and waterways. It also seeks to secure a wider distribution of waste
facilities, reduce waste exports and increase the amount of waste managed in proximity to
its source, which could help minimise the distance that waste needs to be transported in
order to be managed. The strategy could therefore have a positive impact on the objective
that relates to sustainable transport and reducing the need to travel. This element of the
Spatial Strategy, together with the promotion of opportunities for decentralised heat and
energy networks, should also ensure that the Strategy has a positive effect on the objective
of reducing climate change contributions.
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Policies

The draft NLWP contains a series of policies against which planning applications for waste
development will be determined. These policies provide the mechanism through which the
aims and objectives, waste management strategy and spatial strategy will be delivered. A
summary of the conclusions of the appraisal of the policies contained within the draft NLWP
is provided in Tables 13 and 14. Full details of the assessment are provided in Appendix 3.

Table 13: Summary of the Appraisal of the Policies

SA Objective

10 1112

Existing Waste Management Sites
2. Locations for new waste
_— + |+ |+ |+ |+ ]+ + |+
management facilities
3. Windfall Sites + |+ |+ |+ |+ |+ |+ + + | +
4. Re-use & Recycling Centres 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 + 0
5. Assessment Criteria for waste
management facilitiesandrelated | + | + | + | + | + | + [ + + 0 | +
development
6. Energy recovery & decentralised olololololololo + o
energy
7. Waste Water Treatment Works - - 0 + 2 + 0 0 . 0
and Sewage Plant
8. Control of inert waste ? 10 - + + [+ 0|0 + | 0
4.3.6 As Table 13 demonstrates, the policies within the draft NLWP would largely have a positive

4.3.7

4.3.8

4.3.9

impact on the sustainability objectives. In particular, many of the policies would have a
major positive effect on the objective of managing waste sustainability, maximising self-
sufficiency in the management of waste, minimising the production of waste and increasing
re-use, recycling and recovery rates. Policies , 2, 4 and 6 could also have a major positive
impact on the objective that relates to ensuring the efficient use of land and resources.

Policies 2, 3, 5, 7 and 8 include measures to ensure that new waste management facilities
do not have an unacceptable impact on a wide range of social and environmental
considerations. As a result, these policies could support a particularly wide range of
objectives, including those which relate to protecting health and amenity; maintaining green
infrastructure; conserving the historic environment; protecting biodiversity; maintaining
townscapes and landscapes and reducing flood risk. By supporting the creation of new
employment opportunities, policies 2 and 3 could also have a positive impact on the
objective of reducing unemployment and deprivation.

There are a number of instances where the impact of a policy on particular objectives is
uncertain. For instance, the impact of Policy 1 on the objective that relates to health and
amenity is uncertain as it may result in the safeguarding of existing sites which already have
some adverse impact on amenity..

Depending on the nature of the facility proposed, energy recovery can lead to emissions
which impact on air quality. As a result, Policy 6 has the potential to have a negative impact
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on the objective that relates to protecting air quality. Nevertheless, it is acknowledged that
other policies in the Plan and stringent emission standards should mean that the
incorporation of measures to minimise greenhouse gas emissions and maximise the use of
lower-carbon energy sources / generation does not have unacceptable impact on air quality.

Table 14: Conclusions from the Appraisal of the Policies

1. Existing Waste Management Sites

By helping to ensure that there are sufficient waste management facilities to manage North
London’s waste, the policy has the potential to have a positive impact on the objective of
managing waste sustainability, maximising self-sufficiency in the management of waste,
minimising the production of waste and increasing re-use, recycling and recovery rates. It is
however recognised that the policy may safeguard sites which accommodate facilities that do not
manage waste at the optimal level in the Waste Hierarchy. The policy also has the potential to
have a positive effect on the objectives that relate to sustainable transport and mitigating climate
change by reducing the need for waste to be transported outside of the Plan area. However, there
is a low level of certainty of this impact as the source of waste arisings is unknown and may
originate from outside the plan area. The policy could also have a positive effect on the objective
of ensuring the efficient use of land and the sustainable use of existing resources by reducing the
likelihood of new sites needing to be identified to manage North London’s waste.

It is unlikely to have a negative impact on any of the objectives but the impact on the objective
that relates to health and amenity is uncertain as the policy may result in the safeguarding of
existing sites which already have some adverse impact on amenity. It is however recognised that
in such instances it may be the nature of the facility rather than the site itself which is causing
amenity problems. In addition, the release of these sites may cause capacity management
problems for the plan area. As such, no mitigation measures are suggested to address this.

2.. Locations for new waste management facilities

The policy has the potential to have a positive impact on a wide range of objectives. In particular,
by requiring waste management development in these areas to result in the highest practicable
level of recycling and recovery of materials, the policy has the potential to have a major positive
effect on the objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably and ensuring the efficient and
sustainable use of resources. By specifying that applications for waste management development
in these areas will be required to be in line with the aims and policies of the NLWP, the London
Plan and relevant Local Plan Policies, the policy should also support the objectives that relate to
protecting health and amenity; maintaining green infrastructure; conserving the historic
environment; maintaining landscapes and townscapes; protecting biodiversity; reducing flood
risk; adapting to climate change; and protecting air, water and soil quality. The development and
operation of waste management facilities in the identified areas would create employment
opportunities which could therefore also have a positive effect on the objective of reducing
unemployment and economic disparities.

In addition, by reducing the need for waste to be transported outside of the plan area and by
providing scope for the co-location of waste management facilities in close proximity to one
another, the policy has the potential to reduce waste miles and have a positive impact on the
objective that relates to reducing the need to travel.

It is envisaged that the policy would not have an uncertain or negative impact on any of the
objectives.

3. Windfall Sites
This policy provides a series of criteria for assessing applications for waste management
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development on sites/areas that have not been identified for this use by the NLWP. It therefore
provides a mechanism to help ensure that there are sufficient sites to manage waste within North
London and states that these proposals will need to fit within the spatial strategy and contribute
to the delivery of the NLWP aims and objectives. Moving waste up the Waste Hierarchy is a key
aspect of the NLWP spatial strategy, aims and objectives. As a result, the policy has the potential
to have a major positive impact on the objective that relates to managing waste sustainably. The
requirement for waste management facilities on unallocated sites to fit within the spatial strategy
and be in a location consistent with the site assessment criteria should also ensure that the policy
supports the objectives that relate to protecting health and amenity; maintaining green
infrastructure; sustainable transport; conserving built heritage; maintaining landscape and
townscape character; protecting biodiversity; reducing flood risk; and adapting to climate change.

The policy also has the potential to have a positive effect on the economic objectives that relate
to encouraging sustainable economic growth and reducing unemployment. It also provides
flexibility in supporting development at locations which may become more suitable for waste use
in the future provided other criteria preventing adverse impacts can be satisfied. The policy would
not have a negative or uncertain impact on any of the objectives.

4. Re-use & Recycling Centres

This policy promotes the provision of re-use and recycling centres across the Plan area. By seeking
to improve the coverage of these facilities the policy has the potential to improve recycling and
recovery rates. It could therefore have a major positive effect on the objectives that relate to
sustainable waste management and the efficient use of existing resources. Other objectives that
the policy has the potential to have a positive impact on are those which relate to reducing
unemployment; encouraging sustainable economic growth; mitigating climate change; and
reducing the need to travel.

5. Assessment Criteria for waste management facilities and related development

The policy contains a range of criteria for assessing proposals for waste management facilities and
related development. The policy will help minimise the impact of waste management
development in North London and will help ensure that it does not result in unacceptable social or
environmental impacts. As a result, the policy could support a wide range of objectives, including
those which relate to protecting health and amenity; maintaining green infrastructure;
sustainable transport; conserving the historic environment; protecting biodiversity; maintaining
townscapes and landscapes; reducing flood risk; reducing contributions to climate change; ; and
protecting air, water and soil quality and reduction of unemployment and deprivation. The policy
does not specifically promote development on previously developed land in preference to
greenfield sites. As a result, the extent to which it would impact on the objective that relates to
the efficient use of land is uncertain. Consideration should therefore be given to the inclusion of a
criteria which gives preference to the use of previously developed land when assessing
applications for waste management facilities.

6. Energy Recovery & Decentralised Energy

The policy promotes measures to minimise greenhouse gas emissions and to minimise the use of
non-renewable energy and requires waste developments to maximise the use of lower-carbon
energy sources/generation. As a result, the policy has the potential to have a significant positive
impact on the objective or reducing climate change contributions, promoting energy efficiency
and increasing the use of energy from sustainable sources. In addition, by supporting efforts to
reduce the consumption of resources for energy generation, the policy could also have a major
positive effect on the objective that relates to the efficient and sustainable use of natural
resources.

The policy could also have a positive impact on the objectives that relate to encouraging
sustainable economic growth, value recovery, and managing waste sustainably, although the level
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of certainty that the policy would have a positive impact on the latter objective is not high as the
policy promotes the management of waste by recovery which is not as high up the Waste
Hierarchy as reusing or recycling.

Depending on the nature of the facility proposed, energy recovery can lead to emissions which
impact on air quality. As a result, the policy does have the potential to have a negative impact on
the objective that relates to protecting air quality. Nevertheless, it is acknowledged that other
policies in the Plan and stringent emission standards should mean that the incorporation of
measures to minimise greenhouse gas emissions and maximise the use of lower-carbon energy
sources / generation does not have unacceptable impact on air quality.

7. Waste Water Treatment Works and Sewage Plant

This policy outlines the requirements for the provision of new facilities for the management,
treatment and disposal of wastewater and sewage sludge. It emphasises that existing waste
facilities, such as Deephams, are favoured and the relevant plans and standards should be
adhered to.

By encouraging the use of existing facilities, the policy has the potential to have a positive impact
on the objective of managing waste sustainably and maximising self-sufficiency in the
management of waste. Moreover, it is expected that with the planned Thames Tideway Tunnel,
pressure for further expansion of local Waste Water Treatment Works will be relieved. The policy
also has the potential to have a positive effect on the objectives that relate to sustainable
transport and mitigating climate change by reducing the need for waste to be transported outside
of the Plan area. However, there is a low level of certainty of this impact as the source of waste
arisings is unknown and may originate from outside the plan area. The policy could also have a
positive effect on the objective of ensuring the efficient use of land and the sustainable use of
existing resources by reducing the likelihood of new sites needing to be identified to manage
North London’s waste.

It is unlikely to have a negative impact on any of the objectives, but the impact on the objective
relating to health and amenity is uncertain as the policy may result in the safeguarding of existing
sites which already have some adverse impact on amenity. It is however recognised that in such
instances it may be the nature of the facility rather than the site itself which is causing amenity
problems. In addition, the release of these sites may cause capacity management problems for
the plan area. As such, no mitigation measures are suggested to address this.

8. Control of inert waste

This policy outlines the criteria for proposals using inert waste. Where such criteria are met, all
proposals should be compatible with the surrounding environment and include high quality
restoration and aftercare of the site. In this there will be wider opportunities for enhancing the
overall quality of the environment, including biodiversity enhancement, geological conservation
and increased public accessibility.

There are benefits of using inert waste for restoration projects rather than disposing of at inert
landfill sites. Moreover, increased use of recycled and secondary aggregates can reduce the need
and demand for primary aggregates extraction. It is noted, however, that there may be
disturbances to the local community and environment through the movement of HGVs. In such
cases, proposals should incorporate wider benefits for the wider area, for example, through
environmental improvement or the creation of new public rights of way.
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Strategy Policy

The policy outlines a long term strategy for managing 100% of waste arisings within the plan
area by identifying land with capacity for waste facilities, facilitating the movement of waste
up the waste hierarchy and co-operation with waste receiving authorities until 2035. A
summary of the conclusions of the appraisal of the Strategy Policy contained within the draft
NLWP is provided in Table 15. Full details of the assessment are provided in Appendix 4.

Table 15: Summary of the Appraisal of the Strategy Policy
SA Objective

9 10 11 12 13 14

Strategy Policy ? ? ? ? ?

43.11

4.3.12

4.3.13

4.3.15

As Table 15 demonstrates, the Spatial Strategy has the potential to have a positive impact on
a some of objectives. In particular, it could have a major positive impact on the objective of
managing waste sustainably by an increase in re-use, recycling and recovering waste across
new and existing sites. It also directly promotes the movement of waste up the Waste
Hierarchy.

One of the key principles of the Spatial Strategy is to direct waste management facilities to
locations in close proximity to its source, which could help minimise the distance that waste
needs to be transported in order to be managed. This could therefore have a positive impact
on the objective that relates to reducing the need to travel. The Strategy Policy also seeks to
develop new and existing sites could provide opportunities to encourage local economic
growth and enable innovation.

The Strategy Policy seeks to direct waste management development to the existing and new
sites taking into account environmental and physical constraints. As a result, the Strategy
may have the potential to have a positive impact on the objectives that relate to health and
amenity; green infrastructure; heritage; landscapes and townscapes; biodiversity; flood risk;
adapting to climate change; and protecting air, water and soil quality. However the impact
will need to be assessed on a site by site basis against each of these objectives and without
this information the overall impact is unknown.

Area Allocations

Policy 2 of the draft NLWP identifies a series of areas that are suitable for waste
management development. Each of these areas has been appraised individually. A summary
of the conclusions of the appraisal of these areas is provided in Tables 16 and 17. Full details
of the assessment are provided in Appendix 5.

Table 16: Summary of the Appraisal of the Area Allocations
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Area Name SA Objective

3 4,5 6 7 9

A02-BA Oakleigh Road — = (2 lo0l 2?22+l =1?2121+1+|4+]|-?
A03-BA Brunswick Industrial Park - | 0 ? 100 ? ? ? Pl= 0+ |+ |+ | ?
A04-BA Mill Hill Industrial Estate - | 0 ? |1 0|0 ? ? ? ? P+ [+ [+ | ?
AO5-BA Connaught Business = 0 ? 0 0| — ? - + + + ?
Al12-EN Eley’s Estate ? 10 |?]0]| 0 |- + | = |+ |+ |+ |7
A15-HC Millfields LSIS —|lo|?[=]O0|? |+ |0 || =]+ [+ ]|+ |7
A19-HR Brentwood Road ? 10 ? 100 Pl ==+ | =]+ |+ ]|+ |7
A21-HR North East Tottenham ? 0 ? 0 Ol ===+ 1- + + T ?
A22-HR Friern Barnet/Pinkham — | =20 =] =02 =21+ 1+ |?2]|+ |+
A24-WF | Argall Avenue ~Jof[2]olo -1 - | +[+]+] ">
LLDC1-HC | Bartrip Street LSIS - | 0 ? -0 Pl ==+ | =]+ |+ ]|+ |7
LLDC2-HC | Palace Close SIL — 0 ? — 0 ? - | = | + + + T ?
LLDC3- Temple Mill Lane -1 0 ? 0| O ? - ? + + |+ ?
WF

4.3.15 As Table 16 demonstrates, each of the proposed area allocations could have a positive
impact on a number of objectives. In particular, each of the allocations would support the
objective of managing waste sustainably, maximising self-sufficiency in the management of
waste, minimising the production of waste and increasing re-use, recycling and recovery
rates. The degree of impact on this objective would however depend on the nature of the
waste management facility. The overwhelming majority of the proposed allocations would
also have a positive effect on the objectives that relates to encouraging sustainable
economic growth and ensuring the efficient use of land and resources. A significant
proportion of the allocations are also considered to have the potential to have a positive
impact on the objective of reducing contributions to climate change.

4.3.16 Very few of the proposed allocations have the potential to have a significant impact on the
objective of conserving the historic environment. In addition, as many of the proposed
allocations are existing industrial estates, directing waste management development to
these locations is unlikely to have a significant impact on the quality and character of
landscapes and townscapes.

4.3.17 The majority of the proposed allocations do however have the potential to have some
negative impact on the objective that relates to health and amenity due to their proximity to
sensitive receptors. Several of the allocations are also at risk of flooding. In particular, areas
AO05-BA, A12-EN and A24-WF are wholly or partially at a high risk of flooding. As such,
directing waste management development to these locations has the potential to have a
particularly significant negative impact on the objectives of reducing flood risk and adapting
to climate change. A significant number of the allocations are also considered to have the
potential to have some negative effect on the objective of protecting and improving air,
water and soil quality.

Table 17 Conclusions from the Appraisal of Area Allocations

A02-BA: Oakleigh Road
The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability
objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help
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move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the
Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of
previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to have a positive effect on the
objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and
ensuring the efficient use of land and resources. It would also result in development being directed to
areas at a low risk of flooding and could therefore have a positive impact on the objective of reducing
flood risk.

The proximity to sensitive receptors does however mean that there is the potential for a facility in this
area to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. Enforcing appropriate
controls through planning conditions and environmental permitting are therefore likely to be key
mitigation measures. Depending on which part of the area is developed, directing waste management
development to this location could result in the loss of green infrastructure features and have a
negative effect on the objectives that relate to green infrastructure and adapting to climate change.
Incorporating appropriate boundary treatments / landscaping are likely to be important mitigation
measures. The proposed allocation would have an uncertain impact on the objectives that relate to
sustainable transport, townscape character, flood risk, climate change, reducing unemployment and
protecting air, water and soil quality.

A03-BA: Brunswick Industrial Park

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability
objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the
Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of
previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to have a positive effect on the
objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and
ensuring the efficient use of land and resources.

The proximity to sensitive receptors does however mean that there is the potential for a facility in this
area to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. There could also be a
negative impact on the objective of protecting air, water and soil quality. The extent of impact on this
objective would be dependent on the nature of the proposed waste management facility but the use
of measures such as negative air pressure and rapid-closure doors on any enclosed facility could help
mitigate impacts. The proposed allocation would have an uncertain impact on the objectives that
relate to sustainable transport, biodiversity, flood risk, climate change and unemployment.

A04-BA: Mill Hill Industrial Estate

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability
objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the
Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of
previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to have a positive effect on the
objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and
ensuring the efficient use of land and resources.

The proximity to sensitive receptors does however mean that there is the potential for a facility in this
area to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. The proposed allocation
would have an uncertain impact on several objectives, including those which relate to sustainable
transport, biodiversity, flood risk, climate change, unemployment and protecting air, water and soil
quality.

A05-BA: Connaught Business Centre
The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability
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objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the
Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of
previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to have a positive effect on the
objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and
ensuring the efficient use of land and resources.

The proximity to sensitive receptors does however mean that there is the potential for a facility in this
area to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. Enforcing appropriate
controls through planning conditions and environmental permitting are therefore likely to be key
mitigation measures. Due to the proximity of the area to a designated SINC, the proposed allocation
could have a negative effect on the objective of protecting biodiversity. Undertaking appropriate
ecological surveys and implementing appropriate measures to improve the biodiversity value of the
site are likely to be important mitigation measures. There could also be a negative impact on the
objective of protecting air, water and soil quality. The extent of impact on this objective would be
dependent on the nature of the proposed waste management facility but the use of measures such as
negative air pressure and rapid-closure doors on any enclosed facility could help mitigate impacts. In
addition, as parts of the area are at a medium/high risk of flooding, the proposed allocation would
also have a significant negative impact on the objectives that relate to reducing flood risk and
adapting to climate change. The completion of a suitable Flood Risk Assessment, application of the
Sequential Test and the incorporation of SuDS or other techniques to manage surface water runoff
will be key mitigation measures.

The proposed allocation could also have an uncertain impact on the objectives relating to sustainable
transport and reducing contributions to climate change.

A12-EN: Eley’s Estate

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability
objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the
Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of
previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to have a positive effect on the
objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and
ensuring the efficient use of land and resources. It also has the potential to have some positive impact
on the objective of reducing contributions to climate change.

Due to the proximity of the area to a designated SINC, the proposed allocation could have a negative
effect on the objective of protecting biodiversity. Undertaking appropriate ecological surveys and
implementing appropriate measures to improve the biodiversity value of the site are likely to be
important mitigation measures. There could also be a negative impact on the objective of protecting
air, water and soil quality. The extent of impact on this objective would be dependent on the nature
of the proposed waste management facility but the use of measures such as negative air pressure and
rapid-closure doors on any enclosed facility on the site could help mitigate impacts. In addition, as
parts of the area are at a medium/high risk of flooding, the proposed allocation would also have a
significant negative impact on the objectives that relate to reducing flood risk and adapting to climate
change. The completion of a suitable Flood Risk Assessment, application of the Sequential Test and
the incorporation of SuDS or other techniques to manage surface water runoff will be key mitigation
measures.

The proposed allocation could also have an uncertain impact on the objective relating to sustainable
transport. Although parts of the area are in close proximity to sensitive receptors, the impact of the
allocation on the objective that relates to health and amenity is considered to be uncertain as given
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the size of the area, waste management development could potentially take place in a part of the
area that is a significant distance from these residential properties which could avoid impact on
amenity.

HACO07: Millfields LSIS

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability
objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the
Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of
previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to have a positive effect on the
objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and
ensuring the efficient use of land and resources. In addition, the proposed allocation also has the
potential to have a positive impact on the objective of reducing flood risk as it would result in
development being directed to an area that is at a low risk of flooding.

The proximity of the area to sensitive receptors does however mean that there is the potential for a
facility in this area to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. Enforcing
appropriate controls through planning conditions and environmental permitting are therefore likely
to be key mitigation measures. There could also be a negative impact on the objective of protecting
air, water and soil quality. The extent of impact on this objective would be dependent on the nature
of the proposed waste management facility but the use of measures such as negative air pressure and
rapid-closure doors on any enclosed facility on the site could help mitigate impacts. Due to the
proximity of the area to designated heritage assets, waste management development in this location
also has the potential to have a negative effect on the objective of conserving the historic
environment. A key mitigation measure will be to ensure that appropriate heritage impact
assessments are undertaken and that the design of any built facility is sympathetic to the setting of
these heritage assets.

The proposed allocation could also have an uncertain impact on the objectives relating to sustainable
transport, biodiversity, reducing contributions to climate change and reducing unemployment.

A19-HR: Brantwood Road

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability
objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the
Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of
previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to have a positive effect on the
objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and
ensuring the efficient use of land and resources. It also has the potential to have some positive impact
on the objective of reducing contributions to climate change.

The proposed allocation could have a negative impact on the objective of protecting air, water and
soil quality. The extent of impact on this objective would be dependent on the nature of the proposed
waste management facility, but the use of measures such as negative air pressure and rapid-closure
doors on any enclosed facility on the site could help mitigate impacts. In addition, as parts of the area
are at a medium risk of flooding, the proposed allocation would also have a negative impact on the
objectives that relate to reducing flood risk and adapting to climate change. The completion of a
suitable Flood Risk Assessment, application of the Sequential Test and the incorporation of SuDS or
other techniques to manage surface water runoff will be key mitigation measures.

The proposed allocation could also have an uncertain impact on the objectives relating to sustainable
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transport, biodiversity and unemployment. In addition, although parts of the area are in close
proximity to sensitive receptors, the impact of the allocation on the objective that relates to health
and amenity is considered to be uncertain as given the size of the area, waste management
development could potentially take place in a part of the area that is a significant distance from these
residential properties which could avoid impact on amenity.

A21-HR: North East Tottenham

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability
objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the
Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of
previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to have a positive effect on the
objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and
ensuring the efficient use of land and resources. It also has the potential to have some positive impact
on the objective of reducing contributions to climate change.

Due to the proximity of the area to a designated SINC, the proposed allocation could have a negative
effect on the objective of protecting biodiversity. Undertaking appropriate ecological surveys and
implementing appropriate measures to improve the biodiversity value of the site are likely to be
important mitigation measures. There could also be a negative impact on the objective of protecting
air, water and soil quality. The extent of impact on this objective would be dependent on the nature
of the proposed waste management facility, but the use of measures such as negative air pressure
and rapid-closure doors on any enclosed facility on the site could help mitigate impacts. In addition,
as parts of the area are at a medium risk of flooding, the proposed allocation would also have a
negative impact on the objectives that relate to reducing flood risk and adapting to climate change.
The completion of a suitable Flood Risk Assessment, application of the Sequential Test and the
incorporation of SuDS or other techniques to manage surface water runoff will be key mitigation
measures.

The proposed allocation could also have an uncertain impact on the objective relating to sustainable
transport. Although parts of the area are in close proximity to sensitive receptors, the impact of the
allocation on the objective that relates to health and amenity is considered to be uncertain as given
the size of the area, waste management development could potentially take place in a part of the
area that is a significant distance from these residential properties which could avoid impact on
amenity.

A22-HR: Friern Barnet/Pinkham Way

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability
objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the
Waste Plan’s capacity needs. The site is designated as a Local Employment Area and as such, the
development of a waste management facility in this location would encourage local economic growth
and could also support the creation of additional employment opportunities. The allocation therefore
has the potential to have a positive effect on the objectives that relate to managing waste
sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and reducing unemployment. In addition, as
the redevelopment of the site may present opportunities to remediate land contamination, the
proposed allocation also has the potential to have a positive impact on the objective that relates to
protecting air, water and soil quality.

The proximity to sensitive receptors does however mean that there is the potential for a facility in this
area to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. Enforcing appropriate
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controls through planning conditions and environmental permitting are therefore likely to be key
mitigation measures. The area, although it previously accommodated a sewage treatment works, has
been significantly revegetated, contains a number of mature trees and is designated as a SINC. As a
result, its redevelopment has the potential to have some negative impact on the objectives that relate
to biodiversity, green infrastructure, townscape character and adapting to climate change.
Incorporating appropriate boundary treatments / landscaping, protecting existing green
infrastructure features, undertaking appropriate ecological surveys and creating replacement habitat
are likely to be important mitigation measures.

The proposed allocation would have an uncertain impact on the objectives that relate to sustainable
transport, flood risk, reducing contributions to climate change and ensuring the efficient use of land
and natural resources.

A24-WF: Argall Avenue

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability
objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the
Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of
previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to have a positive effect on the
objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and
ensuring the efficient use of land and resources. It also has the potential to have some positive impact
on the objective of reducing contributions to climate change.

The proximity to sensitive receptors does however mean that there is the potential for a facility in this
area to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. Enforcing appropriate
controls through planning conditions and environmental permitting are therefore likely to be key
mitigation measures. Due to the proximity of the area to a designated SINC, the proposed allocation
could have a negative effect on the objective of protecting biodiversity. Undertaking appropriate
ecological surveys and implementing appropriate measures to improve the biodiversity value of the
site are likely to be important mitigation measures. There could also be a negative impact on the
objective of protecting air, water and soil quality. The extent of impact on this objective would be
dependent on the nature of the proposed waste management facility but the use of measures such as
negative air pressure and rapid-closure doors on any enclosed facility on the site could help mitigate
impacts. In addition, as parts of the area are at a medium/high risk of flooding, the proposed
allocation would also have a significant negative impact on the objectives that relate to reducing flood
risk and adapting to climate change. The completion of a suitable Flood Risk Assessment, application
of the Sequential Test and the incorporation of SuDS or other techniques to manage surface water
runoff will be key mitigation measures.

The proposed allocation could also have an uncertain impact on the objective relating to sustainable
transport.

LLDC1-HC: Bartrip Street LSIS

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability
objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the
Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of
previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to have a positive effect on the
objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and
ensuring the efficient use of land and resources. It also has the potential to have some positive impact
on the objective of reducing contributions to climate change.
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The proximity of the area to sensitive receptors does however mean that there is the potential for a
facility in this area to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. Enforcing
appropriate controls through planning conditions and environmental permitting are therefore likely
to be key mitigation measures. Due to the proximity of the area to designated heritage assets, waste
management development in this location has the potential to have a negative effect on the objective
of conserving the historic environment. A key mitigation measure will be to ensure that appropriate
heritage impact assessments are undertaken and that the design of any built facility is sympathetic to
the setting of these heritage assets. Other objectives that the proposed allocation has the potential to
have a negative impact on include those which relate to flood risk, adapting to climate change and
protecting air, water and soil quality. The completion of a suitable Flood Risk Assessment, application
of the Sequential Test, the incorporation of SuDS or other techniques to manage surface water runoff
and the use of measures such as negative air pressure and rapid-closure doors will be key mitigation
measures.

The proposed allocation would have an uncertain impact on the objectives that relate to sustainable
transport, biodiversity and unemployment.

LLDC2-HC: Palace Close SIL

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability
objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the
Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of
previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to have a positive effect on the
objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and
ensuring the efficient use of land and resources. It also has the potential to have some positive impact
on the objective of reducing contributions to climate change.

The proximity of the area to sensitive receptors does however mean that there is the potential for a
facility in this area to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. Enforcing
appropriate controls through planning conditions and environmental permitting are therefore likely
to be key mitigation measures. Due to the proximity of the area to designated heritage assets, waste
management development in this location has the potential to have a negative effect on the objective
of conserving the historic environment. A key mitigation measure will be to ensure that appropriate
heritage impact assessments are undertaken and that the design of any built facility is sympathetic to
the setting of these heritage assets. Other objectives that the proposed allocation has the potential to
have a negative impact on include those which relate to flood risk and adapting to climate change.
The completion of a suitable Flood Risk Assessment, application of the Sequential Test and the
incorporation of SuDS or other techniques to manage surface water runoff will be key mitigation
measures.

The proposed allocation would have an uncertain impact on the objectives that relate to sustainable
transport, biodiversity, unemployment and protecting air, water and soil quality.

LLDC3-HC: Bus Depot, Temple Mill Lane

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability
objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the
Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of
previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to have a positive effect on the
objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and
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ensuring the efficient use of land and resources.

The proximity to sensitive receptors does however mean that there is the potential for a facility in this
area to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. Enforcing appropriate
controls through planning conditions and environmental permitting are therefore likely to be key
mitigation measures. There could also be a negative impact on the objective of protecting air, water
and soil quality. The extent of impact on this objective would be dependent on the nature of the
proposed waste management facility but the use of measures such as negative air pressure and rapid-
closure doors on any enclosed facility on the site could help mitigate impacts. In addition, as parts of
the area are at a medium/high risk of flooding, the proposed allocation would also have a significant
negative impact on the objectives that relate to reducing flood risk and adapting to climate change.
The completion of a suitable Flood Risk Assessment, application of the Sequential Test and the
incorporation of SuDS or other techniques to manage surface water runoff will be key mitigation
measures.

The proposed allocation could also have an uncertain impact on the objectives relating to sustainable
transport, biodiversity, reducing contributions to climate change and protecting air, water and soil
quality.

4.4 Secondary, Cumulative and Synergistic Effects

4.4.1 Under the provisions of the SEA Directive, when appraising the sustainability of a Plan it is
necessary to consider whether or not there are any secondary, cumulative and/or synergistic
effects. A number of these effects have been identified during the appraisal of the NLWP
and are identified in the Appendices document which accompanies this report. Many of
these effects are secondary. For example:

e Certain sites and areas were identified as having the potential to receive waste by
sustainable modes of transport which could reduce road transport and have positive
secondary impacts on congestion, air quality and greenhouse gas emissions from the
transport sector;

e Many of the policies and sites/areas in the draft NLWP would encourage higher rates
of reuse, recycling and recovery which would have a positive secondary impact of
reducing the need to identify sites for landfill (either within or outside of the Plan
area); and

e (Certain proposed allocations have the potential to have an impact on townscape
character which would have secondary impacts on perceptions of the area.

4.4.2 There were also several instances where potential cumulative impacts were identified. In
particular, it was recognised that directing waste management uses to existing industrial
estates could result in some cumulative impacts with surrounding employment uses,

particularly in relation to traffic, dust, noise, etc.

4.5 Mitigation Proposals
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4.5.1 Whilst carrying out the SA of the draft NLWP a number of mitigation proposals and
suggested changes to the Plan have been identified which address issues that have come to
light. These are documented in the accompanying Appendices Report and a summary of the
key mitigation measures are summarised in Table 18 below.

4.5.2 These suggested mitigation measures should be considered when preparing the Regulation
22 NLWP submission and should be considered alongside all comments received during the
Regulation 19 consultation which this SA supports. None of the proposed changes seek to
significantly alter the purpose of Plan and many relate to measures that can be taken during

the implementation of the plan to mitigate or avoid unacceptable impacts.

Table 18: Mitigation Proposals

Policy Mitigation/Change Proposed Affects

Policy 5: Assessment Consider amending the policy to make reference to Policy

Criteria for Waste avoiding adverse impacts on the integrity of SSSI and SINCs.

Management Facilities

and Related

Development

Policy 5: Assessment Consider amending the policy to prioritise the use of Policy

Criteria for Waste previously developed land in preference to greenfield sites

Management Facilities

and Related

Development

Policy 65: Assessment Consider amending the policy wording to require the fullest | Policy

Criteria for Waste practicable contribution to climate change mitigation.

Management Facilities

and Related

Development

Areas Allocate site for enclosed waste uses only and enforce Several
appropriate controls through planning conditions and Areas
environmental permitting.

Areas Ensure the appropriate application of the Sequential Test. Several

Areas

Areas Ensure appropriate heritage impact assessments are Several
undertaken and that the design of any built facility is Areas
sympathetic to the setting of these heritage assets.
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5. MONITORING
5.1 The Localism Act has removed section 35(1) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
2004 which required local planning authorities to produce an Annual Monitoring Report for
submission to the Secretary of State. There is still however a requirement for planning
authorities to prepare reports containing information as to the extent to which the policies
set out in their Local Plans are being achieved. The National Planning Policy for Waste also
identifies the need to monitor and report on the take-up of allocated sites and areas;
changes in the available waste management capacity as a result of closures and new
permissions; and the quantities of controlled wastes i.e. LACW, C&I, CDEW being created
locally and how they are being managed.

5.2 The sustainability effects of implementing the NLWP should also be monitored on an annual
basis and reported through each Borough’s monitoring reports. At this stage in the SA
process there is only a need to present ‘a description of the measures envisaged concerning
monitoring’. An initial range of criteria for monitoring the sustainability effects of
implementing the NLWP was proposed in the SA Scoping Report. These potential monitoring
criteria are presented in Table 19 below.

Table 19: Monitoring Indicators

SA Objective Decision-Making Criteria Indicators

1. To protect people’s
health, communities and
local environmental
quality from the adverse
effects of waste
management.

Will the plan/proposal have an
adverse impact on levels of
nuisance including dust,
particulate emissions, noise
(including traffic noise), vibration,
visual amenity and light
pollution?

Will it redress environmental
inequalities within the plan area?

Number of substantiated
complaints to North London
Borough'’s relating to waste
development nuisances (noise,
dust, light, vermin and odour).

Number of fly tipping incidents
in the Plan area.

2. To maintain green
infrastructure and open
space

Will the plan/proposal support
the creation of healthier lifestyles
through, for example, the
provision of new or improved
open space?

Will it have an adverse impact on
the green infrastructure
network?

Will it lead to a loss of open
space / reduction in public
access?

Net area of open space and
green space permanently
lost/created in North London as
a result of new waste
management facilities.
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SA Objective Decision-Making Criteria Indicators
3. To promote sustainable Will the plan/proposal reduce Number of permitted sites that
modes of transport, overall transport distances for use alternative means of
reduce the need to travel | waste? transport other than road.
and improve choice and
use of more sustainable Will it reduce waste-related car Amount of waste transported by
transport modes. and lorry traffic and increase rail/water.
sustainable transport use?
Waste exported, imported and
Will it reduce/increase road dealt with within Plan area.
congestion?
Percentage of waste transported
by road, rail and water
Tonne miles of waste that are
transported by road, rail and
water
4. To conserve and enhance | Will the plan/proposal have an Number of designated heritage
the historic environment, | adverse impact upon heritage assets (including conservation
heritage assets and their | assets and/or their setting? areas, listed buildings, SAMs and
settings. registered parks and gardens)
adversely affected by waste
development.
5. To maintain and enhance | Will the plan/proposal have an Number of permitted sites
the quality and character | adverse impact on local judged to have an adverse
of North London's landscape character or on impact on local landscape
townscapes and townscapes? character/conservation areas.
landscapes.
Will it have an adverse affect on Number of permitted sites
the openness of the Green Belt? | resulting in the redevelopment
of a vacant or derelict site.
Will it affect areas of public open
space? Area of Green Belt lost to waste
development.
Will it lead to
landscape/townscape Area of open space lost to waste
improvements? development.
Will it result in development that
is sympathetic to its
surroundings?
6. To maintain, protect and | Will the plan/proposal have an Number, total area and

enhance biodiversity,
protected species,
habitats, geodiversity and
features of geological
interest.

adverse impact upon protected
sites or species?

Will it restore or create new
habitat?

Will it lead to the loss of, or
impact on the integrity of, BAP
habitats or species?

condition of internationally and
nationally designated sites
(SSSls, SPAs, SACs, Ramsar) and
those of local importance (SINCs,
LNRs).

Area of new habitat created
through waste planning
applications/restoration
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Decision-Making Criteria

Indicators
schemes.

Change in priority habitats and
population of local Biodiversity
Action Plan (BAP) species.

Area of UKBAP and LBAP
habitats created as part of waste
development.

7. To reduce and manage
flood risk

Will the plan/proposal help to
avoid inappropriate development
in areas at risk of flooding?

Will it exacerbate vulnerability to
flooding?

Will the plan reduce flood risk
through the use of SUDS?

Will the plan involve the
reconfiguration of existing sites
or development of a flood
alleviation scheme?

Number of waste facilities
development within EA Flood
Zones 2 and 3 and within Critical
Drainage Areas/Local Flood Risk
Zones.

Number of sites permitted
against Environment Agency
flood advice.

Number of schemes
incorporating Sustainable
Drainage Schemes (SuDS).

8. To adapt to, and reduce
the impacts of, climate
change.

Will the plan/proposal help to
reduce vulnerability to the
impacts of climate change?

Number of permitted sites that
include climate adaptation
measures (e.g. to cope with
heat, flood, storms)

9. To reduce contributions
to climate change,
promote energy
efficiency and increase
the use of energy from
sustainable sources.

Will the plan/proposal increase
emissions of greenhouse gases
from waste activities?

Will it reduce emissions of
greenhouse gases?

Will it encourage the use and/or
production of renewable energy?

Will it reduce waste-related car
and lorry traffic and increase
sustainable transport use?

Number of facilities generating
energy from waste.

Average distance travelled by
LACW for treatment/disposal.

Number of permitted sites that
include renewable energy
generation technologies.

The number and capacity of
Combined Heat and Power (CHP)
facilities.

10.To protect and improve
air quality, water quality
and soils.

Will the plan/proposal have an
adverse impact on air quality?

Will it reduce/increase road
congestion?

Will the plan/proposal have an
adverse impact on surface or
ground water quality?

Location and area of Air Quality
Management Areas.

Number of days when air
pollution is moderate or higher.

Number of days when the air
quality threshold value of PMy,
is exceeded.
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SA Objective

Page 186

Decision-Making Criteria
Will it improve existing water
quality?

Will the plan/proposal support
the remediation of contaminated
land?

Will it have an adverse impact on
soil quality?

Indicators
Quality of local watercourses.

Number of sites permitted
within groundwater protection
zones.

Number and area of
contaminated sites remediated
as a consequence of waste-
related development

Number of sites permitted in
areas of worsening air quality

11.To manage waste
sustainably, maximise
North London’s self-
sufficiency in the
management of waste,
minimise the production
of waste and increase re-
use, recycling and
recovery rates.

Will the plan/proposal minimise
the production of waste?

Will it promote sustainable waste
management and encourage
movement of waste up the
Waste Hierarchy?

Annual waste arisings by type.

Estimated permitted treatment
and disposal capacity in North
London.

The quantity of new capacity
added at each level of the Waste
Hierarchy

Average distance travelled by
LACW for treatment/disposal.

Waste dealt with within the Plan
area

Volume and % of waste disposed
to landfill by waste stream.

12.To ensure the efficient
use of land and natural
resources and the
sustainable management
of existing resources.

Will the plan/proposal make use
of previous developed land or
buildings?

Will it increase demand for
water?

Will it incorporate/encourage
measures to ensure water is used
efficiently?

Proportion of new waste
development on previously
developed land.

Proportion of existing and new
waste developments with water
efficiency measures.

13.To encourage sustainable
economic growth, exploit
the growth potential of
business sectors and
improve the
competitiveness and
productivity of the local
waste industry

Will the plan/proposal encourage
sustainable economic growth
through provision of adequate
waste management facilities?

Will the plan/proposal diversify
the economy in terms of the
waste management sector?

Economic output of Gross Value
Added (GVA) per capita per
annum

Number of new jobs created by
new waste sites.

Annual waste arisings by type.
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Page 187

Indicators

SA Objective

Decision-Making Criteria

Will it enable new and innovative
waste management technologies
to be developed and utilised?

Will it enable maximum value
recovery from waste where
possible?

Will it promote waste
minimisation?

Capacity of new waste
management facilities by type.

Number of businesses and new
facilities introducing new waste
management technologies at the
top of the Waste Hierarchy e.g.
Anaerobic Digestion with
energy/heat generation.

14.To reduce economic

Will the plan/proposal support

Number of new jobs created by

disparities, the creation of a broad range of new waste sites or by growth of
unemployment and jobs and employment existing ones.
deprivation opportunities?

53 In addition to monitoring the implementation of the NLWP, it is also proposed that the

Waste Data Study (the comparison of available capacity with current and future waste

management needs) that informs the Plan should be updated at two year intervals as a

further systematic check on progress.

5.4 Responsibility for monitoring will lie with the individual Boroughs and this will provide a

basis for the:

e Identification of unforeseen adverse effects and any necessary remedial action;

e Assessment of whether the Strategy is achieving the SA objectives; and

e Assessment of the performance of mitigation measures.
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6.1

6.2

6.3

Page 188

NEXT STEPS

This section of the report explains the next steps that will be taken as part of the preparation
and SA of the NLWP.

Following consideration and analysis of the consultation responses received on the
Regulation 19 draft plan, a ‘Submission’ version of the Plan will be produced and ‘published’
in-line with Regulation 22 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations
2012. This will be ‘Submitted’ for Examination . Once the plan is submitted an independent
Planning Inspector will be appointed by the Government to examine whether the NLWP
meets the required legal and soundness tests, including duty to co-operate and procedural
requirements. Assuming that the Inspector does not request that further work be
undertaken in order to achieve soundness, it is expected that the Plan will be formally
adopted in Summer 2020. At the time of adoption an SA ‘Statement’ must be published. This
Statement will set out:

e How environmental considerations have been integrated into the plan;

e How the environmental report has been taken into account;

e How opinions expressed in response to consultations have been taken into account;

e The reasons for choosing the plan as adopted, in the light of the other reasonable
alternatives considered; and

e The measures that are to be taken to monitor the significant environmental effects of
the implementation of the plan.

Comments can be submitted using the following methods:

By email: feedback@nlwp.net (preferred method)

By post: Archie Onslow
North London Waste Plan
Regeneration and Planning
Camden Town Hall
Judd Street
WC1H 9JE
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7.1.1

7.1.2

7.13

7.1.4

Page 189

DIFFERENCE THAT THE PROCESS HAS MADE

SA provides an iterative process for checking that an emerging Plan is sustainable as
envisaged by government guidance and legislation, and in the context of the key local
sustainability issues identified at the outset of the process.

This SA has provided an appraisal of a number of alternative options in relation to the
strategic approach of the NLWP and has also provided an assessment of the proposed
policies and allocations in the draft version of the Plan. Although the SA process concludes
that the draft Regulation 19 NLWP has the potential to deliver a wide range of social,
environmental and economic benefits, it also identified several instances where there is a
potential negative impact on sustainability objectives, a number of uncertain impacts and a
range of opportunities for further enhancements to improve the NLWP’s sustainability.

These specific recommendations will be considered when preparing the Regulation 22
‘Submission” NLWP alongside all comments received during the Regulation 19 consultation
which this SA supports.

Although these recommendations may result in some amendments to the Plan, they do not
seek to significantly alter the purpose of Plan and many relate to measures that can be taken
during the implementation of the plan to mitigate or avoid unacceptable impacts.
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1. Sustainability Appraisal of the Strategic Options



1. Meeting the London Plan apportionment

2. Net self-sufficiency for LACW and C&I waste streams

3. Net self-sufficiency for LACW, C&I and C&D waste streams
4. Complete self-sufficiency

Capacity options: How much of North London’s waste can be managed within North London

A e e amewo Pe ane e aracte 0 o Aaaitiona oF
A ODbjle e dlld atlo erta ale O ore econda a e erg A e ope o Jatlio O
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect Option 1 X Low Given the nature of the urban area in North London, each | Secondary impacts on quality of life and Enforce appropriate controls
people’s health, of the options is likely to result in waste management perceptions of the area. through planning conditions
communities and : development taking place in close proximity to sensitive and environmental permitting.
local environmental | Option 2 X Low receptors and will therefore have the potential to have
guality from the negative impact on the objective. Nevertheless, as Ensure that only enclosed
adverse effects of : : Options 3 and 4 would require more facilities to be facilities are developed close
waste management | Option 3 X Medium provided, there is a greater likelihood that these options to sensitive receptors
would have a negative impact on the objective in the Plan '
: : area. Conversely, Options 1 and 2 would result in more
Option 4 X Medium waste being managed outside of North London and, as a
result, any adverse impacts would affect a wider area (or
more locations).
2. To maintain green | Option 1 X Low Although each option would support the development of ?
infrastructure and waste management facilities, it is uncertain whether the
open space Option 2 X Low development of these facilities under any option would ?
: result in the loss of green infrastructure or open space.
Option 3 X Low As a result, the impact of each of the options on the ?
: objective is considered to be uncertain.
Option 4 X Low ?
3. To promote Option 1 X Low By providing enough waste management capacity to Secondary impact on greenhouse gas +
sustainable modes manage at least the equivalent of the waste generated in | emissions from the transport sector and air
of transport, reduce North London, Options 3 and 4 would help to maximise quality.
the need to travel Option 2 X Medium self-sufficiency in the management of waste and would +
and improve choice therefore reduce the need for waste to be transported out
of more sustainable of the Plan area. Option 2 would result in a lower amount
transport modes of waste being managed in the Plan area and would
Option 3 X Medium therefore make a lesser contribution to the objective of
reducing the need to travel. As North London does not
presently meet its apportionment, Option 1 could also
: - result in some reduction in the need for waste to be
Option 4 X High transported out of the Plan area. There is however a
lower level of certainty that the impact of Option 1 on the
objective would be significant.
4. To conserve and Option 1 X Low Although each option would support the development of ?
enhance the historic waste management facilities, it is uncertain whether the
environment, Option 2 X Low development of these facilities under any option would ?
heritage assets and : take place in areas where it would have an impact on the
their settings Option 3 X Low setting of heritage assets. As a result, the impact of each ?
) of the options on the objective is considered to be
Option 4 X Low uncertain. ?
5. To maintain and Option 1 X Low Although each option would support the development of ?
enhance the quality waste management facilities, it is uncertain whether the
and character of Option 2 X Low development of these facilities under any option would ?
North London’s : take place in areas where it would have an impact on the
townscapes and Option 3 X Low character and quality of the townscape and landscape. ?
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ASSe e amewo Pe a e aracte 0 pa Addltiona pa
A ODje e aluatio eria Dura erta ale o oF econda a e a e ope o gatio 0
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
landscapes Option 4 X Low As a result, the impact of each of the options on the o)
objective is considered to be uncertain. ’
6. To maintain, Option 1 X Low Although each option would support the development of "
protect and waste management facilities, it is uncertain whether the :
enhance : any option would result in development taking place in
biodiversity, Option 2 X Low locations where it would have a significant detrimental ?
protected species, impact on biodiversity. As a result, the impact of each of
habitats, Option 3 X Low the options on the objective is considered to be uncertain. ?
geodiversity and
feature§ Of. Option 4 X Low ?
geological interest !
7.To reduce and Option 1 X Low Although each option would support the development of ?
manage flood risk waste management facilities, it is not certain that any of
Option 2 X Low these facilities would result in development taking place ?
: in areas at risk of flooding. As a result, the impact of each
Option 3 X Low of the options on the objective is considered to be ?
. uncertain.
Option 4 X Low ?
8. To adapt to, and Option 1 X Low Although each option would support the development of ?
reduce the impacts waste management facilities, it is not certain that any of
of climate change Option 2 X Low these facilities would result in development taking place ?
: in areas at risk of flooding or which results in the loss of
Option 3 X Low green infrastructure features which could help reduce the ?
) impacts of climate change. As a result, the impact of
Option 4 X Low each of the options on the objective is considered to be ?
uncertain.
9. To reduce climate | Option 1 X Low By providing enough waste management capacity to +
change manage at least the equivalent of the waste generated in
contributions, North London, Options 3 and 4 would help to maximise
promote energy self-sufficiency in the management of waste and would
efficiency and Option 2 X Medium therefore reduce waste miles and associated greenhouse +
increase use of gas emissions. Option 2 would result in a lower amount
energy from of waste being managed in the Plan area and would
sustainable sources : : therefore make a lesser contribution to the. As North
Option 3 X Medium London does not presently meet its apportionment,
Option 1 could also result in some reduction in the need
for waste to be transported out of the Plan area with an
Option 4 X High associated decrease in greenhouse gas emissions from
the transportation of waste. There is however a lower
level of certainty that the impact of Option 1 on the
objective would be significant.
10. To protect and Option 1 X Low The options which result in a higher level of self Secondary impacts on health Dust suppression and other 2
improve air, water sufficiency would reduce emissions associated with the measures such as wheel- )
and soil qualit . transportation of waste. Although individual waste washing.
a Y Option 2 X Low management facilities could have localised impacts on air J ?
quality, such as dust, this could be mitigated. As such,
: : Options 3 and 4 have the potential to have a positive
Option 3 X Medium impact on the objective. The options which do not result +
in self sufficiency are less likely to result in a significant
Option 4 X Medium reduction of emissions associated with the transportation +

of waste. As such, it is uncertain whether Options 1 and 2
would have a significant impact on the objective.
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A e e amewo ane e aracte 0 pa Additiona pa
A ODbje e alua allo eria ale O pDa econda a e erg ope o Jaltlo ore
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
11. To manage Option 1 X Low By providing enough waste management capacity to Secondary impact on greenhouse gas
waste sustainability, manage at least the equivalent of the waste generated in | emissions from the transport sector and air +
maximise self- North London, Options 3 and 4 would help to maximise quality.
sufficiency in the Option 2 X Medium self-sufficiency in the management of waste and would +
management of therefore have a major positive impact on the objective.
waste, minimise Option 2 would result in a lower amount of waste being
production of waste | Option 3 X Medium managed in the Plan area and would therefore make a
and increase re-use, lesser contribution to the objective of maximising self-
recycling and Onti . sufficiency in the management of waste. Option 1 would
ption 4 X High : . .
recovery rates could still support the sustainable management of certain
waste streams in North London but there is a lower level
of certainty that it would have a significant impact on the
objective .
12. To ensure Option 1 X Medium The options differ in where material would be recycled +
efficient use of land and not the level of recycling achieved. Each option
and natural Option 2 X Medium would support the provision of waste management +
resources and the facilities that can support recycling and recovery and
sustainable use of Option 3 X Medium therefore help ensure the efficient use of natural +
existing resources resources.
Option 4 X Medium L
13. To encourage Option 1 X Low Each of the options would support the provision of waste +
sustainable management facilities which would support economic
economic growth, . growth and could help improve the productivity and
exploit the growth Option 2 X Low competitiveness of the local waste industry. As a result, +
potential of each option has the potential to have a positive impact on
business sectors Option 3 X Medium the objective. There is however a greater level of +
and improve certainty that Options 3 and 4 would have a positive
productivity and ) ) impact on this objective given that they would result in the
competitiveness of | OPtion 4 X Medium prc?vision of a grejater nugmber of wastg management +
local waste industry facilities in the plan area.
14. To reduce Option 1 X Low Each of the options would support the provision of waste
economic management facilities which would generate employment
disparities, Option 2 X Low opportunities. As a result, each option has the potential to
unemployment and have a positive impact on the objective of reducing
deprivation . . unemployment and deprivation. There is however a
Option 3 X Medium greater level of certainty that Options 3 and 4 would have +
a positive impact on this objective given that they would
Option 4 X Medium result in the provision of a greater number of waste +
management facilities in the plan area.

Summary of Assessment

Although each of the capacity strategy options has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability objectives, there are a number of instances where Options 3 and 4 could have a more significant positive impact on the
objectives. In particular, by providing enough waste management capacity to manage at least the equivalent of the waste generated in North London, Options 3 and 4 have the potential to have a more significant positive impact on the objectives
that relate to maximising self-sufficiency in the management of waste, reducing contributions to climate change and reducing the need to travel. Options 3 and 4 could also have a positive impact on the objective of protecting and improving air,
water and soil quality. All four of the options would however have a positive impact on the objectives that relate to ensuring the efficient use of natural resources, encouraging sustainable economic growth and reducing unemployment.

Each option could however have some negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. Key mitigation measures are likely to include enforcing appropriate controls through planning conditions and environmental permitting and ensuring
that only enclosed facilities are developed close to sensitive receptors. Each option would have an uncertain impact on the remaining objectives.
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Option Il — Maximised recycling

Option 11l - Maximised recovery and median recycling

Management options: How waste will be managed within North London
Option | —Baseline (maintain current levels of recycling and recovery)

A e e amewo Pe a e aracte 0 pa Addltiona pa
A ODje e aluatio erla pura erta ale o oF econda ative erg a e ope o gatio
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect Option | X Low Given the nature of the urban area in North London, each | Secondary impacts on quality of life and Enforce appropriate controls
people’s health, of the options is likely to result in waste management perceptions of the area. through planning conditions
communities and development taking place in close proximity to sensitive and environmental permitting.
local environmental - : receptors. Irrespective of the management method,
quality from the Option II X Medium waste management facilities have the potential to have Ensure that only enclosed
adverse effects of some negative impact on health and amenity if it takes facilities are developed close
waste management place in close proximity to sensitive receptors. Each to sensitive receptors.
Option Il X Medium option therefore has the potential to have negative impact
on the objective. Nevertheless, as Options Il and 11l would
require a greater number of facilities to be provided, there
is a greater likelihood that these options would have a
negative impact on the objective.
2. To maintain green | Option | X Low The choice of management strategy option will influence
infrastructure and the number of new facilities that need to be provided in
open space Option II X Low North London. Nevertheless, it is uncertain whether any
- of the options would lead to the loss of green
Option I X Low infrastructure or open space.
3. To promote Option | X Medium By seeking to maximise recycling rates, Option Il would
sustainable modes reduce the need for waste to be exported out of the plan
of transport, reduce area for landfill or other management methods. As a
the need to travel result, it has the potential to have some positive impact
and improve choice | Option I X Medium on the element of the objective that relates to reducing
of more sustainable the need to travel. By contrast, Option | would result in a
transport modes higher proportion of waste being exported to landfill and
could therefore have a negative impact on the objective.
A significant proportion of the capacity for recovery is
Option 1l X Medium within the Plan area. As a result, Option IIl has the
potential to reduce the need to export waste from North
London and could therefore have a positive impact on the
objective.
4. To conserve and Option | X Low The choice of management strategy option will influence
enhance the historic the number of new facilities that need to be provided in
environment, Option Il X Low North London. Nevertheless, it is uncertain whether any
heritage assets and of the options would result in development taking place in
their settings close proximity to heritage assets and also whether any
Option 1l X Low such development would have a negative impact on the
setting of these assets.
5. To maintain and Option | X Low The choice of management strategy option will influence
enhance the quality the number of new facilities that need to be provided in
and character of North London. Nevertheless, it is uncertain whether the
North London’s Option |1 X Low development of these facilities under any option would
townscapes and take place in areas where it would have an impact on the
landscapes Option Il X Low character and quality of the townscape and landscape.

As a result, the impact of each of the options on the
objective is considered to be uncertain.
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A e e amewo Pe a e aracte 0 pa Add pa
A ODje e aluatio eria pDura erta ale o oF aa e e ope o ga 0
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
6. To maintain, Option | X Low The choice of management strategy option will influence
protect and the number of new facilities that need to be provided in ?
enhance North London. Nevertheless, it is uncertain whether the
biodiversity, Option Il X Low any option would result in development taking place in ?
protected species, locations where it would a negative impact on
habitats, biodiversity. As a result, the impact of each of the options
?ee;)tsl\grz;ty and Option Il X Low on the objective is considered to be uncertain. "
geological interest
7. To reduce and Option | X Low The choice of management strategy option will influence ?
manage flood risk the number of new facilities that need to be provided in
Option |1 X Low North London. Nevertheless, it is uncertain whether any ?
- of the options would result in development taking place in
Option I X Low areas at risk of flooding. ?
8. To adapt to, and Option | X Low The choice of management strategy option will influence ?
reduce the impacts the number of new facilities that need to be provided in
of climate change Option 11 X Low North London. Nevertheless, it is uncertain whether any ?
of the options would result in development taking place in
- areas at risk of flooding or would result in the loss of
Option Il X Low green infrastructure which could help limit the impacts of ?
climate change.
9. To reduce climate | Option | X Low By seeking to maximise recycling rates, Option Il would
change reduce waste miles and greenhouse gas emissions
contributions, associated with landfill. As result, it has the potential to
promote energy have a major positive impact on the objective. By
efficiency and Option I X Low contrast, Option | would result in a higher proportion of
increase use of waste being exported to landfill and could therefore have
energy from a negative impact on the objective. Option Il would result
sustainable sources in some reduction of greenhouse gas emissions
associated with landfill. In addition, a significant
Option 1lI X Low proportion of the capacity for recovery is within the Plan
area. As a result, Option Ill has the potential to minimise
the need to export waste from North London and could
therefore help minimise waste miles and associated
emissions.
10. To protect and Option | X Low Options Il and Il could lead to a reduction in the need to
improve air, water transport waste out of the plan area for disposal in landfill
and soil quality Option I X Low or other management methods. This could reduce waste +
miles and associated emissions. Conversely, Option |
. may have the opposite impact and could result in higher
Option Il X Low levels of waste exports just to maintain current recycling +
performance.
11. To manage Option | X Medium By seeking to maximise recycling, Option Il could have a 2
waste sustainability, major positive impact on the objective of managing waste '
maximise self- sustainably. Option Il would result in a greater proportion
sufficiency in the Option II X Medium of local waste being managed lower down the Waste
management of Hierarchy while Option | would maintain the current level
waste, minimise of reliance on landfill and it is therefore uncertain whether
production of waste Option Il X Medium it would have a positive impact on the objective. +

and increase re-use,
recycling and
recovery rates
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A e e amewo Pe a e aracte 0 pa Add pa
A ODje e aluatio eria pDura erta ale o oF aa e e ope o ga
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
12. To ensure Option | X Medium By seeking to maximise recycling, Option Il would be
efficient use of land particularly have a significant positive impact on the
and natural - : objective of ensuring the efficient and sustainable use of
resources and the Option I X Medium natural resources. By supporting median levels of
sustainable use of recycling, Option Il could also have some positive impact
existing resources on this objective. By contrast, Option | would maintain the
Option 111 X Medium current level of reliance on landfill and it is therefore
uncertain whether it would have a positive impact on the
objective.
13. To encourage Option | X Low By seeking to maximise recycling, Option Il would be
sustainable likely to necessitate improvements in the productivity and
economic growth, competitiveness of the waste industry in order to achieve
exploit the growth Option Il X Medium this ambitious target. As a result, it has the potential to
potential of have a major positive impact on the objective. Option Il
business sectors has the potential to have some positive effect on the
and improve X - objective but the impact of Option | on the objective is
productivity and Option 1l X Medium considered to be uncertain as the extent to which it would
competitiveness of encourage improvements in the productivity and
local waste industry competitiveness of the waste industry is unclear.
14. To reduce Option | X Low Options Il and Il could support the creation of
economic employment opportunities and thereby have a positive
disparities, Option Il X Medium imp.act'on the objective. By cont'rast, Option | would '
unemployment and maintain current levels of recycling and recovery and is
deprivation therefore unlikely to result in the creation of a significant
Option 1l X Medium number of new employment opportunities. As a result,

Option | is unlikely to have a significant impact on the
objective.

Summary of Assessment

Although each of the management strategy options would have an uncertain impact on the majority of the sustainability objectives, there are clear differences in the performance of the options in some aspects of the SA process. In particular,
Options Il and Il have the potential to have a positive impact on the greatest number of objectives. Specifically, Option Il could have a major positive effect on the objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, improving the productivity of
the waste industry, ensuring the efficient use of resources and reducing contributions to climate change. Option Il could also have a positive impact on each of these objectives and both options could also have some positive impact on the
objectives that relate to minimising the need to travel and reducing economic disparities. By contrast Option | would have a negative, uncertain or neutral impact on each of these objectives.

Each option could however have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. Key mitigation measures are likely to include enforcing appropriate controls through planning conditions and environmental permitting and ensuring that

only enclosed facilities are developed close to sensitive receptors. Each option would have an uncertain impact on the remaining objectives.
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2. Sustainability Appraisal of the Spatial Framework



Spatial Framework

The NLWP spatial framework comprises the following:

Make use of existing sites
Seek a geographical spread of waste sites across North London, consistent with the principles of sustainable development.

Provide opportunities for decentralised heat and energy networks
Protect local amenity

Support sustainable modes of transport

A
B
C. Encourage co-location of facilities and complementary activities
D
E
F

ASSe e amewo Pe anence aracte 0 pa Additiona pa
A ODje e aluatio eria Duratio erta ale o oF econda ative erg e ope o ga
0-5 yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect (-ve) Amenity X High+/ medium Hew | (+) One of the key principles of the Spatial Framework is | Secondary impacts on quality of life
people’s health, impacts from dust, Lno-effect/ depends | to protect amenity by directing waste management
communities and particulates, noise, onuse development to the most suitable sites/areas taking into
local environmental | vibration, visual account environmental and physical constraints. As a
guality from the amenity, light result, the Spatial Framework is supportive of the
adverse effects of pollution objective of protecting people’s health, communities and
waste management local environmental quality from the adverse effects of
waste management.
2. To maintain green | (+ve/-ve) Impact on X High-/ medium Hew | (+) One of the key principles of the Spatial Framework is
infrastructure and open space f-no-effect/depends | to protect amenity by directing waste management
open space (-ve) reduction of onuse development to the most suitable sites/areas taking into
public access; account environmental and physical constraints. The
effect on green Spatial Framework could therefore help to protect green
infrastructure infrastructure and open space. As a result, it has the
potential to have a positive impact on the objective.
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce X | High# medium Hew | (+) One of the key principles of the Spatial Framework is | Secondary positive effects on congestion, air
sustainable modes | distance waste +ne-effect/depends | to direct waste management facilities to locations where | quality and carbon dioxide emissions.
of transport, reduce | travels; reduce endse there are potential opportunities to better utilise
the need to travel waste-related sustainable modes of transport such as rail and
and improve choice | car/lorry trips; waterways. It is however recognised that directing waste
of more sustainable | increase use of facilities to locations that are in close proximity to
transport modes sustainable navigable waterways or railway lines does not guarantee
transport that waste will be transported by sustainable modes of
(+ve/-ve) Impact on transport, especially as investment in wharfs and rail
road congestion sidings may be required before waste can be moved
along the canal or rail network. The strategy does
however also seek to secure a wider distribution of waste
facilities, reduce waste exports and increase the amount
of waste managed in proximity to its source, which could
help minimise the distance that waste needs to be
transported in order to be managed. The strategy could
therefore have a positive impact on the objective.
4. To conserve and (-ve) Impact on X High+ medium Hew | (+) One of the key principles of the Spatial Framework is | Secondary impacts on the image of the area
enhance the historic | heritage assets; Lno-effect/ depends | to protect amenity by directing waste management
environment, impact on settings on-use development to the most suitable sites/areas taking into
heritage assets and account environmental and physical constraints. It is
their settings stated that this includes not taking forward potential sites
and areas for waste management development if they are
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0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
in locations recognised for their cultural, archaeological or
heritage importance. The Spatial Framework could
therefore have a positive impact on the objective.
5. To maintain and (+ve) Will X High-/ medium Heow | (+) One of the key principles of the Spatial Framework is | Secondary impacts on the image of the area
enhance the quality | development be fno-effect/depends | to protect amenity by directing waste management
and character of sympathetic onuse development to the most suitable sites/areas taking into
North London’s (+ve/-ve) Impact on account environmental and physical constraints. The
townscapes and landscape / Spatial Framework could therefore help to protect
landscapes townscape landscapes and townscapes. As a result, it has the
character potential to have a positive impact on the objective.
(-ve) Openness of
Green Belt; effect
on open space
6. To maintain, (+ve) Scope for X High+ medium Hew | (+) One of the key principles of the Spatial Framework is
protect and habitat creation or Lno-effect/ depends | to protect amenity by directing waste management
enhance restoration on-use development to the most suitable sites/areas taking into
biodiversity, (-ve) Impact on account environmental and physical constraints. It is
protected species, nationally protected stated that this includes not taking forward potential sites
habitats, species / habitats; and areas for waste management development if they are
geodiversity and impact on or loss of in locations recognised for their ecological importance by
features of BAP priority national or international designations. The Spatial
geological interest habitats and Framework could therefore have a positive impact on the
Species objective.
7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance of X High-/ medium Hew | (+) The Spatial Framework provides an approach to
manage flood risk inappropriate f-no-effect/depends | identifying the most suitable sites/areas for waste
dev’'ment in flood onuse management development. It is stated that this has taken
risk areas; reduce into account environmental and physical constraints. This
flood risk through should ensure that facilities are directing away from the
SuDS / other areas at greatest risk of flooding and, as a result, has the
measures potential to have a positive impact on the objective.
(-ve) Exacerbate
vulnerability to
flooding
8. To adapt to, and (+ve) Reduction of X High-/ medium Hew | (+) The Spatial Framework provides an approach to
reduce the impacts | vulnerability to Lno-effect/ depends | identifying the most suitable sites/areas for waste
of climate change climate change onuse management development. It is stated that this has taken

events

into account environmental and physical constraints. This
should ensure that facilities are directing away from the
areas at greatest risk of flooding and, as a result, has the
potential to have a positive impact on the objective.
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9. To reduce climate | (+ve) Reduce High-/ medium Hew | (+) One of the key principles of the Spatial Framework is
change waste- related Lno-effect/depends | to direct waste management facilities to locations where
contributions, car/lorry trips; onuse there are potential opportunities to better utilise
promote energy increase sustainable modes of transport such as rail and
efficiency and sustainable waterways. It also seeks to secure a wider distribution of
increase use of transport use waste facilities, reduce waste exports and increase the
energy from (+ve/-ve) Impact on amount of waste managed in proximity to its source,
sustainable sources | greenhouse gas which could help minimise the distance that waste needs
generation to be transported in order to be managed. This could help
reduce contributions to climate change associated with
the transporting of waste.
(+) The Framework supports the co-location of waste
management facilities which can provide additional
benefits in reducing waste miles and associated
emissions.
(+) The Framework also promotes opportunities for
decentralised heat and energy networks which could help
reduce emissions associated with energy generation and
therefore have a positive impact on the objective.
10. To protect and (+ve) Improvement High-I-medium-/ low | (+) The Spatial Framework includes the principle of
improve air, water of water quality; +no-effect/depends | placing waste sites in locations that are accessible by
and soil quality support land endse different modes of transport and aims to increase the
remediation amount of waste managed in proximity to its source,
(+ve/-ve) Impact on which could help reduce emissions associated with the
road congestion transportation of waste. The Spatial Framework does
(-ve) Air quality however recognise that road transport will continue to be
impact; impact on an important method of transporting waste in North
soil quality; London.
groundwater quality
impact (+) The Framework supports the co-location of waste
management facilities which can provide additional
benefits in reducing waste miles and associated
emissions.
11. To manage (+ve) Minimise High-/ medium Hew | (++) The Spatial Framework aims to provide a network of | (+) Reduced need to identify sites for landfill
waste sustainability, | waste generation; I-no-effect/ depends | waste sites across North London, seeks to reduce waste | within the Plan area or use existing landfills
maximise self- promote on-use exports and increase the amount of waste managed in outside it.
sufficiency in the sustainable waste proximity to its source. This could make a significant
management of management; help positive impact on the element of the objective which
waste, minimise to move relates to maximising self-sufficiency in the management
production of waste | management up of waste.
and increase re-use, | the Waste
recycling and Hierarchy
recovery rates
12. To ensure (+ve) Use of High-/ medium Hew | (+) The Spatial Framework promotes opportunities for the
efficient use of land | previously Ino-effectidepends | co-location of waste management facilities which could
and natural developed buildings on-use have a positive impact on the element of the objective
resources and the / land; incorporate that relates to efficient use of land.
sustainable use of or encourage water

existing resources efficiency

(-ve) Effect on
water demand

(+) It also supports opportunities for decentralised heat
and energy networks which would support the objective
of ensuring the efficient use of natural resources.
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13. To encourage (+ve) Encourage High-/ medium Hew | (+) The Spatial Framework aims to provide a network of Increased employment opportunities
sustainable local economic Ino-effect/depends | waste sites across North London. This has the potential
economic growth, growth thro’ enuse to encourage economic growth through the provision of
exploit the growth provision of adequate waste facilities would provide scope to diversify
potential of adequate waste the waste sector and could help maximise value
business sectors facilities; enable recovery.
and improve new and innovative
productivity and waste management (+)The Spatial Framework promotes opportunities for the
competitiveness of | technologies; scope co-location of waste management facilities which has the
local waste industry | to diversify local potential to help facilities take advantage of ‘economics of
waste gector; scale’, share infrastructure, existing networks (e.g. the rall
promotion of waste and highway network) and skilled workforces. It therefore
minimisation; help has the potential to have a positive impact on the
to maximise value objective.
recovery
14. To reduce (+ve) Support for High-/ medium Hew | (+) The Spatial Framework aims to provide a network of
economic (and creation of) a f-no-effect/ depends | waste sites across North London. This has the potential
disparities, broad range of onuse to he!p create employment opportunities and thereby
unemployment and | employment contrlbuFe towards reduqng unemployment and
deprivation opportunities deprivation. It also prlqntlses sites in industrial estate; /
employment areas which may support any regeneration
objectives for these areas.

Summary of Assessment

The Spatial Framework sets out the physical distribution of key characteristics, including infrastructure, geographical features and planning designations, which will influence the Plan and identifies opportunities and constraints within that
framework It has the potential to have a positive impact on a wide range of objectives. In particular, by supporting the provision of a network of waste sites across North London it could have a major positive impact on the objective of managing
waste sustainably and some positive effect on the objectives that relate to encouraging sustainable economic growth and reducing economic disparities.

The Spatial Framework seeks to protect amenity by directing waste management development to the most suitable sites/areas taking into account environmental and physical constraints. As a result, the Framework also has the potential to have
a positive impact on the objectives that relate to health and amenity; green infrastructure; heritage; landscapes and townscapes; biodiversity; flood risk; adapting to climate change; and protecting air, water and soil quality. The

One of the key principles of the Spatial Framework is to direct waste management facilities to locations where there are potential opportunities to better utilise sustainable modes of transport such as rail and waterways. It also seeks to secure a
wider distribution of waste facilities, reduce waste exports and increase the amount of waste managed in proximity to its source, which could help minimise the distance that waste needs to be transported in order to be managed. The strategy
could therefore have a positive impact on the objective that relates to sustainable transport and reducing the need to travel. This element of the Spatial Framework, together with the promotion of opportunities for decentralised heat and energy
networks, should also ensure that the Framework has a positive effect on the objective of reducing climate change contributions.

North London Waste Plan — SA/SEA Report — Appendix 2 5

€0¢ abed




Page 204

3. Sustainability Appraisal of the NLWP Policies



Policy text:

of waste sites across the plan area.

Policy 1: Existing waste management sites

All existing waste management sites identified in Schedule 1: Existing safequarded waste sites in North London, and any other sites that are given planning permission for waste use, are safeguarded for waste use.
Expansion or intensification of operations at existing waste sites will be supported where the proposal is in line with relevant aims and policies in the North London Waste Plan, the London Plan, Local Plans and relate

Applications for non-waste uses on safeguarded waste sites will only be permitted where it is clearly demonstrated to the satisfaction of the relevant borough that compensatory capacity will be delivered in line with
framework on a suitable replacement site in North London, that must at least meet, and, if possible, exceed, the maximum achievable throughput of the site proposed to be lost and help to promote the increased get

Development proposals in close proximity to existing safeguarded waste sites or sites allocated for waste use which would prevent or prejudice the use of those sites for waste purposes will be resisted under the age!
principle unless design standards or other suitable mitigation measures are adopted to ensure that the amenity of any new residents would not be significantly adversely impacted by the continuation of waste use at
suitable compensatory provision has been made for the waste use elsewhere within the Plan area.

1. To protect
people’s health,
communities and
local environmental
quality from the
adverse effects of
waste management

(-ve) Amenity
impacts from dust,
particulates, noise,
vibration, visual
amenity, light
pollution

0-5yrs

5-10 yrs >10 yrs

[delete as appropriate]

Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary

High-tmedium-/ low
fno-effect/ depends

oeh-use

(?) The policy seeks to prevent development proposals
which would prejudice the use of safeguarded sites for
waste purposes. This will ensure that the development of
nearby sites does not have an adverse impact on the
continued operation of existing sites but will also help
ensure that new housing and other sensitive receptors
does not take place in locations where the amenity of the
occupiers of the development would be adversely
affected by waste management operations. This would
have a positive impact upon the objective.

Nevertheless, the policy may also result in the
safeguarding of existing sites which contain facilities that
already have some adverse impact on amenity, although
it is recognised that the impact of existing facilities may
already be mitigated by planning conditions and site
monitoring. It is also recognised that in such instances it
may be the nature of the facility rather than the site itself
which is causing amenity problems. In addition, the
release of these sites may cause capacity management
problems for the plan area. As such, no mitigation
measures are suggested to address this.

2. To maintain green
infrastructure and
open space

(+vel-ve) Impact on
open space

(-ve) reduction of
public access;
effect on green
infrastructure

N/A

= ; I
£ no effect Ldepends

on-dse

(0) The policy seeks to safeguard existing waste
management sites and, as a result, it would not result in
any significant changes to green infrastructure or open
space. Therefore, the policy is unlikely to have a
significant impact on the objective.

3. To promote
sustainable modes
of transport, reduce
the need to travel
and improve choice
of more sustainable

(+ve) Reduce
distance waste
travels; reduce
waste-related
car/lorry trips;
increase use of

High-tmedium-/ low

(+) The policy seeks to safeguard existing waste
management sites which should help ensure that there
are sufficient facilities in North London and thereby
reduce the need for waste to be transported outside of
the Plan area. This could have a positive impact on the
element of the objective that relates to reducing the need

Secondary impacts on greenhouse gas
emissions from the transport sector and air
quality.
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0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
transport modes sustainable to travel. However, there is a low level of certainty of this
transport impact as the source of waste arisings is unknown and
(+ve/-ve) Impact on may originate from outside the plan area. It is also
road congestion recognised that existing facilities may not be in the most
sustainable locations.
4.To conserve and | (-ve) Impact on N/A High--medism-Hew | (0) The policy seeks to safeguard existing waste
enhance the historic | heritage assets; # no effect /depends | management sites and, as a result, it would not result in
environment, impact on settings onuse any significant changes to the setting of heritage assets.
heritage assets and Therefore, the policy is unlikely to have a significant
their settings impact on the objective.
5. To maintain and | (+ve) Will N/A High-+-medism-Hew | (0) The policy seeks to safeguard existing waste
enhance the quality | development be #no effect /depends | management sites and, as a result, it would not result in
and character of sympathetic en-tse any significant changes to existing townscapes and
North London’s (+vel-ve) Impact on landscapes. Therefore, the policy is unlikely to have a
townscapes and landscape / significant impact on the objective.
Iandscapes townscape
character
(-ve) Openness of
Green Belt; effect
on open space
6. To maintain, (+ve) Scope for N/A High--medium-Hew | (0) The policy seeks to safeguard existing waste
protect and habitat creation or # no effect /depends | management sites and, as a result, it would not result in
enhance restoration en-tse any significant new impacts on biodiversity. Therefore,
biodiversity, (-ve) Impact on the policy is unlikely to have a significant impact on the
protected species, nationally protected objective.
habitats, species / habitats;
geodiversity and impact on or loss of
features of BAP priority
geological interest habitats and
species
7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance of N/A High--medium-Hew | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant impact on
manage flood risk inappropriate #no effect /depends | the objective.
dev'ment in flood entse
risk areas; reduce
flood risk through
SuDS / other
measures
(-ve) Exacerbate
vulnerability to
flooding
8. To adapt to, and | (+ve) Reduction of N/A High--medium-Hew | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant impact on
reduce the impacts | vulnerability to # no effect /-depends | the objective.
of climate change climate change en-tse
events
9. To reduce climate | (+ve) Reduce X | Hightmedium/ low | (+) The policy seeks to safeguard existing waste
change waste- related +ne-effect/depends | management sites which should help ensure that there
on-use
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A ODbjective aluatio erla Duratio

0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary

contributions, carl/lorry trips; are sufficient facilities in North London and thereby
promote energy increase reduce the need for waste to be transported outside of
efficiency and sustainable the Plan area. This could have a positive impact on the
increase use of transport use greenhouse gas emissions from the transport sector
energy from (+ve/-ve) Impact on (although this may be regarded as a secondary impact).
sustainable sources | greenhouse gas However, there is a low level of certainty of this impact as

generation the source of waste arisings is unknown and may

originate from outside the plan area.

10. To protect and (+ve) Improvement N/A High--medium-Hew | (0) The policy seeks to safeguard existing waste
improve air, water of water quality; #no effect /depends | management sites and, as a result, it would not result in
and soil quality support land entdse any significant new impacts on air, water or soil quality.

remediation Therefore, the policy is unlikely to have a significant

(+ve/-ve) Impact on impact on the objective.

road congestion

(-ve) Air quality

impact; impact on

soil quality;

groundwater quality

impact
11. To manage (+ve) Minimise X High+ medium Hew | (+) By safeguarding of existing waste management sites
waste sustainability, | waste generation; f-no-effect/depends | the policy will help ensure that there are sufficient waste
maximise self- promote onuse management facilities to manage North London’s waste
sufficiency in the sustainable waste in a sustainable manner. As a result, the policy will help
management of management; help maximise self-sufficiency in the management of waste
waste, minimise to move and would have a positive impact on the objective.
production of waste | management up Nevertheless, it is recognised that existing facilities may
and increase re-use, | the Waste not manage waste at the optimal level in the Waste
recycling and Hierarchy Hierarchy.
recovery rates
12. To ensure (+ve) Use of X High- medium Hew | (+)The safeguarding of existing waste management sites
efficient use of land | previously f-no-effect/depends | Will reduce the likelihood of new sites needing to be
and natural developed buildings on-use identified to manage North London’s waste. This would
resources and the / land; incorporate support the element of the objective that relates to the
sustainable use of or encourage water efficient use of land.
existing resources efficiency

(-ve) Effect on

water demand
13. To encourage (+ve) Encourage X High+ medium Hew | (+) The policy would safeguard sites from other Increased employment opportunities
sustainable local economic fno-effect/ depends | development which may prejudice the continued
economic growth, growth thro’ onuse operation of the facility. This will provide greater certainty
exploit the growth provision of for existing waste uses and can provide the appropriate

potential of
business sectors
and improve new and innovative
productivity and waste management
competitiveness of | technologies; scope
local waste industry | to diversify local
waste sector;
promotion of waste
minimisation; help
to maximise value
recovery

adequate waste
facilities; enable

conditions for further investment. The policy therefore
has the potential to have a positive impact on the
competitiveness of local waste industry.
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0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
14. To reduce (+ve) Support for N/A ' | (0) The policy seeks to safeguard existing waste
economic (and creation of) a #no effect /depends | management sites. It does not promote the provision of 0
disparities, broad range of entse new facilities and is unlikely to result in a significant
unemployment and | employment reduction in unemployment or economic disparities. As a
deprivation opportunities result, the policy is unlikely to have a significant impact

on the objective.

Summary of Assessment

This policy specifically deals with existing waste management facilities and seeks to safeguard them from redevelopment for non-waste uses and from development on neighbouring sites which may adversely affect the continued
operation of the facility.

By helping to ensure that there are sufficient waste management facilities to manage North London’s waste, the policy has the potential to have a positive impact on the objective of managing waste sustainability, maximising self-
sufficiency in the management of waste, minimising the production of waste and increasing re-use, recycling and recovery rates. It is however recognised that the policy may safeguard sites which accommodate facilities that do not
manage waste at the optimal level in the Waste Hierarchy. The policy also has the potential to have a positive effect on the objectives that relate to sustainable transport and mitigating climate change by reducing the need for waste to be
transported outside of the Plan area. However, there is a low level of certainty of this impact as the source of waste arisings is unknown and may originate from outside the plan area. The policy could also have a positive effect on the
objective of ensuring the efficient use of land and the sustainable use of existing resources by reducing the likelihood of new sites needing to be identified to manage North London’s waste.

It is unlikely to have a negative impact on any of the objectives but the impact on the objective that relates to health and amenity is uncertain as the policy may result in the safeguarding of existing sites which already have some adverse
impact on amenity. It is however recognised that in such instances it may be the nature of the facility rather than the site itself which is causing amenity problems. In addition, the release of these sites may cause capacity management
problems for the plan area. As such, no mitigation measures are suggested to address this.

North London Waste Plan — SA/SEA Report — Appendix 3
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Policy text:

Policy 2: Locations for new waste management facilities

Development proposals will need to manage waste as far up the waste hierarchy as practicable.

Areas listed in Schedule 2: Areas suitable for waste management and Schedule 3: Areas identified in LLDC Local Plan are identified as suitable for built waste management facilities.

Applications for waste management development within the areas identified in Schedule 3 will be assessed by the London Legacy Development Corporation.

Applications for waste management development will be permitted on suitable land within the areas identified in Schedule 2 subject to other policies in the North London Waste Plan, the London Plan and Local Plans
guidance.

Asse e amewo Pe ane aracte 0 oF Additiona oF
A Opje e aluatio erla Duratio erta ale o pa econda a e erg ope o |
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect people’s | (-ve) Amenity impacts X High- medium Hew-tne | (+) The policy directs waste management development to a series of | Secondary impacts on quality of life
health, communities from dust, effect/ dependsonuse | areas, the majority of which are in relatively close proximity to
and local particulates, noise, sensitive receptors, including housing. Nevertheless, many of these
environmental quality | vibration, visual areas are existing employment areas and conditions can be used to
from the adverse amenity, light pollution reduce potential negative impacts. In addition, the policy specifies that
effects of waste applications for waste management development on these areas will
management be required to demonstrate that they are in line with the aims and T
policies of the NLWP, the London Plan and relevant Local Plan Q
Policies which should ensure that it does not have an unacceptable «Q
impact on people’s health, communities and local environmental @
quality. The policy should therefore have a positive impact on the N
objective. Q
2. To maintain green (+vel-ve) Impact on X High- medium Hew-fne | (+) The policy directs waste management development to a series of
infrastructure and open space effect/ dependsonuse | areas. None of these areas are within an area of open space and the
open space (-ve) reduction of majority are existing industrial estate and do not contain significant
public access; effect green infrastructure features or open space. In addition, the policy
on green specifies that applications for waste management development within
infrastructure these areas will be required to demonstrate that they are in line with
the aims and policies of the NLWP, the London Plan and relevant
Local Plan Policies which should ensure that it does not have an
unacceptable impact on the green infrastructure network and open
space. The policy should therefore have a positive impact on the
objective.
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce X | High-tmedium-/ low £re | (-)The majority of the areas are not located in close proximity to a Secondary positive effects on congestion, air

sustainable modes of
transport, reduce the
need to travel and
improve choice of
more sustainable
transport modes

distance waste
travels; reduce waste-
related car/lorry trips;
increase use of
sustainable transport
(+ve/-ve) Impact on
road congestion

navigable waterway with a wharf or a railway line with sidings. As a
result, the waste management facilities in these areas are likely to
receive waste principally by road.

(+) The provision of waste facilities could reduce the need for waste to
be transported outside of the plan area. This could have a positive
impact on the element of the objective that relates to reducing the
need to travel. However, there is a low level of certainty of this impact
as the source of waste arisings is unknown and may originate from
outside the plan area.

(+) The proposed area allocations also provide scope for co-locating
waste management facilities in close proximity to one another, which

quality and carbon dioxide emissions.
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0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
can provide additional benefits in reducing waste miles.
4. To conserve and (-ve) Impact on X High+ medium Hew-fne | (+)The majority of the identified areas do not contain or adjoin any Secondary impacts on the image of the area
enhance the historic heritage assets; effect/ dependsonuse | designated heritage assets and, as a result, their development for
environment, heritage | impact on settings waste management facilities would be unlikely to have a significant
assets and their impact on the objective. By specifying that applications for waste
settings management development in these areas will be required to be in line
with the aims and policies of the NLWP, the London Plan and relevant
Local Plan Policies, the policy should ensure that waste management
development in the other areas will only take place if it does not have
an unacceptable impact on built heritage. As a result, the policy has
the potential to have a positive impact on the objective.
5. To maintain and (+ve) Will X High- medium Hew-tne | (+) The policy directs waste management development to a series of | Secondary impacts on the image of the area
enhance the quality development be effect/ dependsonuse | areas. None of these are within an area designated for its landscape
and character of sympathetic value and the majority are existing industrial estates. In addition, the
North London’s (+ve/-ve) Impact on policy specifies that applications for waste management development
townscapes and landscape / within these areas will be required to demonstrate that they are in line
landscapes townscape character with the aims and policies of the NLWP, the London Plan and relevant
(-ve) Openness of Loggl' Pla}n Policies which should ensure that waste management
Green Belt: effect on facilities in these areas do not have an unacceptable impact on the
open space landscapes and townscapes. The policy should therefore have a
positive impact on the objective.
6. To maintain, (+ve) Scope for X High- medium Hew-fne | (+)The policy directs waste management development to a series of my)
protect and enhance habitat creation or effect/ dependsonuse | areas. Most of these areas are not located in close proximity to any jab)
biodiversity, restoration internationally or nationally designated sites and the majority are ‘%
protected species, (-ve) Impact on existing industrial estates. Several of the areas are located in close
habitats, geodiversity | nationally protected proximity to a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation. B
and features of species / habitats; Nevertheless, the policy specifies that applications for waste o
geological interest impact on or loss of management development in these areas will be required to be in line
BAP priority habitats with the aims and policies of the NLWP, the London Plan and relevant
and species Local Plan Policies. This should ensure that development proposals
in these areas do not have an unacceptable impact on biodiversity.
Accordingly, the policy has the potential to have a positive impact on
the objective.
7.To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance of X High- medium Hew-fne | (+)The majority of the areas identified by the policy are considered to
manage flood risk inappropriate effect/ dependsonuse | be at alow risk of flooding from fluvial or tidal sources. In addition, the

dev'ment in flood risk
areas; reduce flood
risk through SuDS /
other measures

(-ve) Exacerbate
vulnerability to
flooding

requirement for applications for waste management development in
these areas to demonstrate that they are in line with the aims and
policies of the NLWP, the London Plan and relevant Local Plan
Policies should ensure that the developments are not at an
unacceptable risk of flooding and do not increase the risk elsewhere.
The policy should therefore have a positive impact on the objective.
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8. To adapt to, and
reduce the impacts of
climate change

(+ve) Reduction of
vulnerability to climate
change events

0-5yrs

5-10 yrs

>10 yrs

[delete as appropriate]

Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary

High-/ medium How-/ne
effect/depends-on-use

(+)The policy directs development to a number of areas, the majority
of which are at a low risk of flooding from fluvial or tidal sources. In
addition, the requirement for applications for waste management
development in these areas to demonstrate that they are in line with
the aims and policies of the NLWP, the London Plan and relevant
Local Plan Policies should ensure that the developments are not at an
unacceptable risk of flooding and do not increase the risk elsewhere.

(+) The majority of the areas are existing industrial estates /
employment areas. The development of these areas is therefore
unlikely to result in a loss of green infrastructure or any other features
that could help alleviate the higher summer temperatures expected as
a result of climate change.
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9. To reduce climate
change contributions,
promote energy
efficiency and
increase use of
energy from
sustainable sources

(+ve) Reduce waste-
related car/lorry trips;
increase sustainable
transport use
(+ve/-ve) Impact on
greenhouse gas
generation

High-Lmedium-/ low fne

(-)The majority of the areas are not located in close proximity to a
navigable waterway with a wharf or a railway line with sidings. As a
result, the waste management facilities in these areas are likely to
receive waste principally by road.

(+) The provision of waste facilities could reduce the need for waste to
be transported out of the plan area. This could have a positive impact
on the objective by reducing greenhouse gas emissions generated by
the transportation of waster. However, there is a low level of certainty
of this impact as the source of waste arisings is unknown and may
originate from outside the plan area.

(+) The proposed area allocations also provide scope for co-locating
waste management facilities in close proximity to one another, which
can reduce waste miles and associated greenhouse gas emissions.

(+) By requiring waste management facilities in these areas to
achieve the highest practicable level of recycling and recovery, the
policy could have a positive impact on recycling and recovery rates.
This could help reduce contributions to climate change by, for
example, reducing emissions associated with the decomposition of
waste in landfill and by resulting in energy savings associated with a
reduced need to extract and refine natural resources.

10. To protect and
improve air, water
and soil quality

(+ve) Improvement of
water quality; support
land remediation
(+ve/-ve) Impact on
road congestion

(-ve) Air quality
impact; impact on soil
quality; groundwater
guality impact

High-/ medium How-/ne
effect/depends-on-use

(+) Each area identified by the policy is within an AQMA and several
are over a major Aquifer. Directing waste management development
to these locations may however provide opportunities to address any
existing land contamination. In addition, the requirement for
applications for waste management development in these areas to
demonstrate that they are in line with the aims and policies of the
NLWP, the London Plan and relevant Local Plan Policies should
protect air, water and soil quality. The policy should therefore have a
positive impact on the objective.

ZT¢ abed

11. To manage waste
sustainability,
maximise self-
sufficiency in the
management of
waste, minimise
production of waste
and increase re-use,
recycling and
recovery rates

(+ve) Minimise waste
generation; promote
sustainable waste
management; help to
move management up
the Waste Hierarchy

High- medium How-tneo
effect/ depends-on-use

(++) The policy would support the development of new waste
management facilities in North London which would support the
element of the objective that relates to maximising self sufficiency in
the management of waste. The policy also requires waste
management development in these areas to result in the highest
practicable level of recycling and recovery of materials in line with the
principles of the Waste Hierarchy. The policy would therefore also
support the aim of minimising the production of waste and increasing
re-use, recycling and recovery rates. It therefore has the potential to
have a major positive impact on the objective.

(+) Reduced need to identify sites for landfill within
the Plan area or use existing landfills outside it.

12. To ensure efficient
use of land and
natural resources and
the sustainable use of
existing resources

(+ve) Use of
previously developed
buildings / land;
incorporate or
encourage water
efficiency

(-ve) Effect on water
demand

High- medium How-/tneo
effect/ depends-on-use

(+) The policy directs waste development to a series of areas, the
majority of which comprise previously developed land. The policy
would therefore have a positive impact on the element of the objective
that relates to the efficient use of land.

(++)The policy supports the development of new waste management
facilities in North London and requires development in these areas to
result in the highest practicable level of recycling and recovery of
materials. It could therefore have a major positive effect on element of
the objective that relates to the sustainable use of existing resources.

(+) Reduced need to identify sites for landfill within
the Plan area or use existing landfills outside it.

13. To encourage
sustainable economic

(+ve) Encourage local
economic growth thro’

High- medium How-tneo
effect/ depends-on-use

(+) The policy allocates areas for waste management development
and has the potential to encourage economic growth and improve the
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growth, exploit the
growth potential of
business sectors and
improve productivity
and competitiveness
of local waste
industry

provision of adequate
waste facilities; enable
new and innovative
waste management
technologies; scope to
diversify local waste
sector; promotion of
waste minimisation;
help to maximise
value recovery

productivity and competitiveness of the local waste industry by
supporting the delivery of new, high quality waste facilities. The policy
could therefore have a positive impact on the objective.

14. To reduce
economic disparities,
unemployment and
deprivation

(+ve) Support for (and
creation of) a broad
range of employment
opportunities

High-/ medium How-/ne
effect/depends-on-use

(+) The development and operation of waste management facilities at
the identified areas would create employment opportunities which
could contribute towards reducing unemployment and economic
disparities. The number of new employment opportunities that would
be created would depend on the number and nature of the facilities
that came forward.

Summary of Assessment

This policy identifies a series of areas and states that the development of waste management facilities in these areas will be permitted where it is demonstrated that the proposal is in line with relevant aims and policies in the North
London Waste Plan, the London Plan, relevant Local Plan Policies and related guidance; and the development would result in the highest practicable level of recycling and recovery of materials in line with the principles of the Waste
Hierarchy.

The policy has the potential to have a positive impact on a wide range of objectives. In particular, by requiring waste management development in these areas to result in the highest practicable level of recycling and recovery of materials,
the policy has the potential to have a major positive effect on the objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably and ensuring the efficient and sustainable use of resources. By specifying that applications for waste management
development in these areas will be required to be in line with the aims and policies of the NLWP, the London Plan and relevant Local Plan Palicies, the policy should also support the objectives that relate to protecting health and amenity;
maintaining green infrastructure; conserving the historic environment; maintaining landscapes and townscapes; protecting biodiversity; reducing flood risk; adapting to climate change; and protecting air, water and soil quality. The
development and operation of waste management facilities in the identified areas would create employment opportunities which could therefore also have a positive effect on the objective of reducing unemployment and economic
disparities. In addition, by reducing the need for waste to be transported outside of the plan area and by providing scope for the co-location waste management facilities in close proximity to one another, the policy has the potential to
reduce waste miles and have a positive impact on the objective that relates to reducing the need to travel.

It is envisaged that the policy would not have an uncertain or negative impact on any of the objectives.

North London Waste Plan — SA/SEA Report — Appendix 3
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Policy 3 : Windfall Sites

Policy text:

Applications for waste development on windfall sites outside of the sites and areas identified in Schedules 1,2 and 3 will be permitted provided that the proposal can demonstrate that:

a) thessites and areas identified in Schedules 1, 2 and 3 are not available or suitable for the proposed use or the proposed site would be better suited to meeting the identified need having regard to the Spatial

b) the proposed site meets the criteria for built facilities used in the site selection process (see Table 10 of Section 8 of the NLWP) the proposal fits within the NLWP Spatial Framework, and contributes to the
aim and objectives;

c) future potential development including Opportunity Areas identified in the London Plan, and transport infrastructure improvements such as West Anglia Main Line, Four Tracking and Crossrail 2 would not
the proposals,;

d) itisin line with relevant aims and policies in the NLWP, London Plan, Opportunity Area Planning Frameworks, Local Plans and related guidance; and

e) waste is being managed as far up the waste hierarchy as practicable

A ODbjle e aluatlio eria altlo erta ale O ore econaa d e erg ope (
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect (-ve) Amenity X High-/ medium How-/ (+) The policy requires applications on unallocated sites to fit within the spatial | Secondary impacts on quality of life
people’s health, impacts from dust, no-effect/depends-on | framework and be in a location consistent with the site assessment criteria.
communities and particulates, noise, use The spatial framework and the site assessment criteria seek to protect
local environmental vibration, visual amenity and environmental quality. The site selection criteria direct waste
quality from the amenity, light management development to the most suitable sites/areas taking into account
adverse effects of pollution environmental and physical constraints, including locations where any
waste management impacts that may occur can be mitigated to an acceptable level. The policy =y
should therefore have a positive impact upon the objective. Q
2. To maintain green | (+ve/-ve) Impact on X High-/ medium How-/ (+)The policy requires applications on unallocated sites to be in a location (%
infrastructure and open space no-effect/depends-on | consistent with the site assessment criteria, which take into account the need N
open space (-ve) reduction of use to protect open space. As a result, the policy should help ensure that =
public access; effect applications for waste development on unallocated sites do not have an NaN
on green unacceptable impact on open space. Is therefore has the potential to have a
infrastructure positive impact upon the objective.
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce X High-/ medium How-/ (+)The policy requires applications on unallocated sites to fit within the spatial | Secondary positive effects on congestion, air quality
sustainable modes distance waste no-effect/depends-on | framework which seeks to reduce waste exports and increase the amount of and carbon dioxide emissions.
of transport, reduce travels; reduce use waste managed in proximity to its source. The spatial framework also
the need to travel waste-related supports the use of sustainable modes of transport. As a result, the policy has
and improve choice car/lorry trips; the potential to have a positive impact upon the objective.
of more sustainable increase use of
transport modes sustainable transport
(+vel/-ve) Impact on
road congestion
4. To conserve and (-ve) Impact on X High+ medium Heow-/ (+)The policy requires applications on unallocated sites to fit within the spatial | Secondary impacts on the image of the area
enhance the historic | heritage assets; no-effect/ dependson | framework and be in a location consistent with the site assessment criteria,
environment, impact on settings use both of which take into account the need to protect North London’s heritage
heritage assets and assets. As a result, the policy should help ensure that applications for waste
their settings development on unallocated sites do not have an unacceptable impact on
heritage assets and therefore has the potential to have a positive impact upon
the objective.
5. To maintain and (+ve) Will X High-/ medium How-/ (+)The policy requires applications on unallocated sites to fit within the spatial | Secondary impacts on the image of the area
enhance the quality development be no-effect/dependson | framework and be in a location consistent with the site assessment criteria,
and character of sympathetic use both of which take into account the need to protect North London’s
North London’s (+ve/-ve) Impact on townscapes and landscapes. As a result, the policy should help ensure that
townscapes and landscape / applications for waste development on unallocated sites do not have an
landscapes townscape character unacceptable impact on townscapes and landscapes. The policy therefore
(-ve) Openness of has the potential to have a positive impact upon the objective.
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amewo ane e aracte 0 pa Add pa
A ODje e aluatio eria Duratio erta ale o pa oF e ope (
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
Green Belt; effect on
open space
6. To maintain, (+ve) Scope for X High-/ medium How-/ (+)The policy requires applications on unallocated sites to be in a location
protect and enhance | habitat creation or no-effect/depends-on | consistent with the site assessment criteria, which take into account
biodiversity, restoration use biodiversity and sites of importance for nature conservation. As a result, the
protected species, (-ve) Impact on policy should help ensure that applications for waste development on
habitats, nationally protected unallocated sites do not have an unacceptable impact on natural assets. Is
geodiversity and species / habitats; therefore has the potential to have a positive impact upon the objective.
features of impact on or loss of
geological interest BAP priority habitats
and species
7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance of X High-/ medium How-/ (+)The policy requires applications on unallocated sites to be in a location
manage flood risk inappropriate no-effect/depends-on | consistent with the site assessment criteria, which take into account flood risk.
dev'ment in flood risk use As a result, the policy should help ensure that applications for waste
areas; reduce flood development on unallocated sites do not have an unacceptable impact on
risk through SuDS / open space. Is therefore has the potential to have a positive impact upon the
other measures objective.
(-ve) Exacerbate
vulnerability to
flooding
T
Q
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ASSe e amewo Pe anence aracte 0 pa Additiona pa
A ODje e aluatio eria Duratio erta ale o pa econda a e erg ope (
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
8. To adapt to, and (+ve) Reduction of X High-/ medium How-/ (+)The policy requires applications on unallocated sites to be in a location
reduce the impacts vulnerability to no-effect/ dependson | consistent with the site assessment criteria, which take into account flood risk.
of climate change climate change use As a result, the policy should help ensure that applications for waste
events development on unallocated sites do not have an unacceptable impact on
open space. Is therefore has the potential to have a positive impact upon the
objective.
9. To reduce climate | (+ve) Reduce waste- X High+ medium Hew-/ (+)The policy requires applications on unallocated sites to fit within the spatial | Secondary positive effects on congestion, air quality
change related car/lorry trips; no-effect/ dependson | framework which seeks to reduce waste exports and increase the amount of and carbon dioxide emissions.
contributions, increase sustainable use waste managed in proximity to its source. The spatial framework also
promote energy transport use supports the use of sustainable modes of transport and promotes
efficiency and (+ve/-ve) Impact on opportunities for decentralised heat and energy networks. As a result, the
increase use of greenhouse gas policy has the potential to have a positive impact upon the objective.
energy from generation
sustainable sources
10. To protect and (+ve) Improvement X High-/ medium How-/ (+)The policy requires applications on unallocated sites to be in a location
improve air, water of water quality; no-effect/depends-on | consistent with the site assessment criteria, which take into account water
and soil quality support land use and soil quality. As a result, the policy has the potential to have a positive
remediation impact upon the objective.
(+vel-ve) Impact on
road congestion
(-ve) Air quality
impact; impact on JlY)
soil quality; Q
groundwater quality %
impact A
11. To manage waste | (+ve) Minimise waste X High-/ medium How-/ (++) The policy provides a mechanism which will help maximise self- (+) Reduced need to identify sites for landfill within [y
sustainability, generation; promote no-effect/ dependson | sufficiency by ensuring that there are sufficient sites to manage waste within the Plan area or use existing landfills outside it. S
maximise self- sustainable waste use North London. It also requires waste management facilities on unallocated
sufficiency in the management; help to sites to fit within the spatial framework and contribute to the delivery of the
management of move management NLWP aim and objective. Moving waste up the Waste Hierarchy is a key
waste, minimise up the Waste aspect of the NLWP spatial framework, aims and objectives. As a result, by
production of waste Hierarchy requiring applications on unallocated sites to comply with these, the policy
and increase re-use, has the potential to have a significant positive impact upon the objective and
recycling and should ensure that such new development delivers at least the same
recovery rates contribution to local recycling and re-use rates as that anticipated on an
allocated site or plot in an allocated area.
12. To ensure (+ve) Use of X High+ medium Heow-/ (+) The policy requires waste management facilities on unallocated sites to fit | (+) Reduced need to identify sites for landfill within
efficient use of land previously developed no-effect/ dependson | Within the spatial framework and contribute to the delivery of the NLWP aim the Plan area or use existing landfills outside it.
and natural buildings / land; use and objective. Moving waste up the Waste Hierarchy is a key aspect of the

resources and the
sustainable use of
existing resources

incorporate or
encourage water
efficiency

(-ve) Effect on water
demand

NLWP spatial framework, aims and objectives. As a result, by requiring
applications on unallocated sites to comply with these, the policy has the
potential to support the sustainable use of existing resources and could have
a positive impact upon the objective.
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13. To encourage (+ve) Encourage High-/ medium How-/ (+) The policy provides a mechanism which supports the delivery of additional | Increased employment opportunities
sustainable local economic no-effect/ dependson | Waste management facilities in North London. While the Plan has sought to
economic growth, growth thro’ provision use allocate sites and areas in the most sustainable locations, specific waste
exploit the growth of adequate waste requirements may dictate that facilities are located elsewhere and the policy
potential of business | facilities; enable new provides flexibility to ensure the Plan does not stifle such development
sectors and improve | and innovative waste provided it complies with the other requirements of the policy. This could help
productivity and management encourage economic growth and improve the competitiveness of the local
competitiveness of technologies; scope waste industry.
local waste industry | to diversify local

waste sector;

promotion of waste

minimisation; help to

maximise value

recovery
14. To reduce (+ve) Support for High-/medium- low/ | (+) The policy provides a mechanism which supports the delivery of additional
economic (and creation of) a no-effect/depends-en | waste management facilities in North London. The provision of any such
disparities, broad range of use facility would create employment opportunities and could help reduce
unemployment and employment unemployment and thereby have a positive impact on the objective.
deprivation opportunities Nevertheless, the number of new employment opportunities that would be

created would depend on the number and nature of the facilities that come
forward.

Summary of Assessment

This policy provides a series of criteria for assessing applications for waste management development on sites/areas that have not been identified for this use by the NLWP.

The policy therefore provides a mechanism to help ensure that there are sufficient sites to manage waste within North London and states that these proposals will need to fit within the spatial framework and contribute to the delivery of the NLWP aingy ar
waste up the Waste Hierarchy is a key aspect of the NLWP spatial framewaork, aims and objectives. As a result, the policy has the potential to have a major positive impact on the objective that relates to managing waste sustainably. The requireme§) for
facilities on unallocated sites to fit within the spatial framework and be in a location consistent with the site assessment criteria should also ensure that the policy supports the objectives that relate to protecting health and amenity; maintaining gree@
transport; conserving built heritage; maintaining landscape and townscape character; protecting biodiversity; reducing flood risk; and adapting to climate change.

The policy also has the potential to have a positive effect on the economic objectives that relate to encouraging sustainable economic growth and reducing unemployment. It also provides flexibility in supporting development at locations which maybéco
waste use in the future provided other criteria preventing adverse impacts can be satisfied. The policy would not have a negative or uncertain impact on any of the objectives.
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Policy text:

Policy 4 — Re-use & Recycling Centres

Proposals for Re-use & Recycling Centres will be permitted where:
a) They are sited in an area of identified need for new facilities in Barnet or Enfield or elsewhere where they improve the coverage of centres across the North London Boroughs, and;
b) They are in line with relevant aims and policies in the North London Waste Plan, London Plan, Local Plans and other related guidance.

Asse e amewo Pe ane aracte 0 pa Additiona oF
A ODbje e allatlo elld allo elrta ale O Pa econdadad A e erg ope 0
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect people’s | (-ve) Amenity impacts N/A High--medism-Hew-/ no | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant effect on the objective. Other
health, communities from dust, particulates, effect /depends-enuse | policies will ensure that proposals for re-use and recycling centres do not
and local noise, vibration, visual have an unacceptable impact on amenity or local environmental quality.
environmental quality | amenity, light pollution
from the adverse
effects of waste
management
2. To maintain green (+vel-ve) Impact on N/A High-/-medism-Hew-/ no | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant effect on the objective. Other
infrastructure and open space effect fdepenrds-entse | policies will ensure that proposals for re-use and recycling centres do not
open space (-ve) reduction of have an unacceptable impact on green infrastructure or open space.
public access; effect
on green infrastructure
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce distance X | High--medium+ low /re | (+) The policy seeks to improve the coverage of re-use and recycling centres | Secondary impacts on congestion, air
sustainable modes of | waste travels; reduce effect/depends-ontse | which will improve access to recycling facilities, including locations where guality and greenhouse gas emissions from mv)
transport, reduce the waste-related car/lorry bulky items can be dealt with. As a result, the policy should help to reduce the transport sector. jab)
need to travel and trips; increase use of the distances that members of the public have to travel in order to access ‘%
improve choice of sustainable transport these facilities and can thereby have a positive impact on the element of the
more sustainable (+ve/-ve) Impact on objective that relates to reducing the need to travel. In addition, other policies B
transport modes road congestion in the NLWP and Local Plans will direct development to locations where any [o0)
impact on road congestion is minimised or can be avoided.
4.To conserve and (-ve) Impact on N/A High-/-medism-Hew-/ no | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant effect on the objective. Other
enhance the historic heritage assets; impact effect /depends-enuse | policies will ensure that proposals for re-use and recycling centres do not
environment, heritage | on settings have an unacceptable impact on built heritage.
assets and their
settings
5. To maintain and (+ve) Will development N/A High--medium-Hew-/ no | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant effect on the objective. Other
enhance the quality be sympathetic effect /depends-enuse | policies will ensure that proposals for re-use and recycling centres do not
and character of North | (+ve/-ve) Impact on have an unacceptable impact on the quality and character of townscapes
London’s townscapes |andscape / townscape and Iandscapes.
and landscapes character
(-ve) Openness of
Green Belt; effect on
open space
6. To maintain, protect | (+ve) Scope for habitat N/A High--medium-Hew-/ no | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant effect on the objective. Other
and enhance creation or restoration effect depends-ertse | policies will ensure that proposals for re-use and recycling centres do not
biodiversity, protected | (-ve) Impact on have an unacceptable impact on biodiversity.
species, habitats, nationally protected
geodiversity and species / habitats;
features of geological | impact on or loss of
interest BAP priority habitats
and species
7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance of N/A H;fgh—/—medmm—/—lew—l no | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant effect on the objective. Other
effect /depends-on-use
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A Oble a

manage flood risk

inappropriate dev'ment
in flood risk areas;
reduce flood risk
through SuDS / other
measures

(-ve) Exacerbate
vulnerability to flooding

0-5yrs

5-10 yrs

>10 yrs

[delete as appropriate]

Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary

policies will ensure that proposals for re-use and recycling centres do not
have an unacceptable impact on flood risk.
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A e e amewo ane aracte 0 pa Addltiona pa
A ODbje e aluatlio erla allo eria alé O o econdadad a e erg ope o
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
8. To adapt to, and (+ve) Reduction of N/A High-/-medium-Hew-/ no | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant effect on the objective.
reduce the impacts of | vulnerability to climate effect /depends-on-use
climate change change events
9. To reduce climate (+ve) Reduce waste- X High- medium Hew-tne | (+) The policy seeks to improve the coverage of re-use and recycling centres
change contributions, | related car/lorry trips; effect/ depends-on-use which will improve access to recycling facilities, including locations where
promote energy increase sustainable bulky items can be dealt with. As a result, the policy should help to reduce
efficiency and transport use the distances that members of the public have to travel to access these
increase use of (+ve/-ve) Impact on facilities which would have some positive impact on contributions to climate
energy from greenhouse gas change from the transport sector (although this effect may be regarded as
sustainable sources generation secondary in nature).
(+) By improving access to re-use and recycling centres, the policy has the
potential to have a positive impact on re-use and recycling rates. This could
make an important contribution to reducing contributions to climate change
by, for example, reducing emissions associated with the decomposition of
waste in landfill and by energy savings associated with a reduced need to
extract and refine natural resources.
10. To protect and (+ve) Improvement of N/A High--medism-Hew-/ no | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant effect on the objective. Other
improve air, water and | water quality; support effect ~depends-entse | policies will ensure that proposals for re-use and recycling centres do not
soil quality land remediation have an unacceptable impact on air, water and soil quality.
(+ve/-ve) Impact on U
road congestion (g
(-ve) Air quality impact; D
impact on soil quality; N
groundwater quality N
impact o
11. To manage waste (+ve) Minimise waste X High-/ medium Hew-/ne | (++) The policy seeks to increase the coverage of re-use and recycling (+) Reduced need to identify sites for
sustainability, generation; promote effect/ depends-on-use centres which will improve access to such facilities. This has the potential to landfill within the Plan area or use existing
maximise self- sustainable waste have a significant positive impact on recycling rates and, as a result, the landfills outside it.
sufficiency in the management; help to policy could have a major positive impact on the elements of the objective
management of waste, | move management up that relate to managing waste, minimising the production of waste and
minimise production the Waste Hierarchy increasing re-use, recycling and recovery rates.
of waste and increase
re-use, recycling and
recovery rates
12. To ensure efficient | (+ve) Use of previously X High-/ medium Hew-/ne | (++) The policy seeks to increase the coverage of re-use and recycling (+) Reduced need to identify sites for
use of land and developed buildings / effect/ depends-on-use centres which will improve access to such facilities. This has the potential to landfill within the Plan area or use existing
natural resources and | land; incorporate or have a significant positive impact on recycling rates and, as a result, the landfills outside it.
the sustainable use of | encourage water policy could have a major positive impact on the efficient and sustainable use
existing resources efficiency of natural resources.
(-ve) Effect on water
demand
13. To encourage (+ve) Encourage local X | High-tmedium-f low /e | (+) By promoting the provision of a network of re-use and recycling centres,

sustainable economic
growth, exploit the
growth potential of
business sectors and
improve productivity
and competitiveness
of local waste industry

economic growth thro’
provision of adequate
waste facilities; enable
new and innovative
waste management
technologies; scope to
diversify local waste
sector; promaotion of

the policy has the potential to have some positive impact on investment in
the waste sector and could have a positive effect on the element of the
objective that relates to the competitiveness of local waste industry.
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amewo a aracte 0 pa Ada pa
A Obje e aluatio eria allo eria ale O Da (d e ope o
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
waste minimisation;
help to maximise value
recovery
14. To reduce (+ve) Support for (and N/A High--medium-Hew-/ no | (0) Although some employment opportunities could be created at re-use and
economic disparities, | creation of) a broad effect fdepenrds-entse | recycling centres, the policy is unlikely to have a significant effect on the
unemployment and range of employment objective.
deprivation opportunities
Summary of Assessment
This policy promotes the provision of re-use and recycling centres across the Plan area. By seeking to improve the coverage of these facilities the policy has the potential to improve recycling and recovery rates. It could therefore have a
major positive effect on the objectives that relate to sustainable waste management and the efficient use of existing resources. Other objectives that the policy has the potential to have a positive impact on are those which relate to
reducing unemployment; encouraging sustainable economic growth; mitigating climate change; and reducing the need to travel.
T
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Policy text:

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

f)

g)
h)
i)
i)
k)

p)
a)

Policy 5: Assessment Criteria for Waste Management Facilities and Related Development

Applications for waste management facilities and related development, including those replacing or expanding existing sites, will be required to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the relevant Borough that:

the amenity of local residents is protected;

the facility will be enclosed unless justification can be provided by the developer as to why that is not necessary;

adequate means of controlling noise, vibration, dust, litter, vermin, odours, air and water-borne contaminants and other emissions are incorporated into the scheme;
there is no significant adverse effect on any established, permitted or allocated land uses likely to be affected by the development;

the development is of a scale, form and character in keeping with its location and incorporates appropriate high quality design;

there is no significant adverse impact on the historic environment (heritage assets and their settings, and undesignated remains within Archaeological Priority Areas), open spaces or land in recreational use or
character of the area including the Lee Valley Regional Park;

active consideration has been given to the transportation of waste by modes other than road, principally by water and rail;

there are no significant adverse transport effects outside or inside the site as a result of the development;

the development makes the fullest possible contribution to climate change adaptation and mitigation;

the development has no adverse effect on the integrity of an area designated under the Habitats Directive and no significant adverse effect on local biodiversity or water quality;
there will be no significant impact on the quality of underlying soils, surface or groundwater;

the development has no adverse impact on Flood Risk on or off site and aims to reduce risk where possible;

appropriate permits are held or have been applied for from the Environment Agency;

2ee abed

there is no adverse impact on health

there are no significant adverse effects resulting from cumulative impact of any proposed waste management development upon amenity, the economy, the natural and the built environment either in relatio
effect of different impacts of an individual proposal, or in relation to the effects of a number of waste developments occurring concurrently or successively.

There are job creation and social value benefits, including skills, training and apprenticeship opportunities’.

The proposal is supported by a Circular Economy Statement

A Obije

1. To protect people’s
health, communities
and local
environmental quality
from the adverse
effects of waste
management

aluatio erla Duratio erta ale o oF econda ative erg a e opeo
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
(-ve) Amenity impacts X High-/ medium Hew-/ne | (+)The policy incorporates a range of requirements which will collectively
from dust, effect/ depends-onuse | protect people’s health, the amenity of the wider community and local

environmental quality from the adverse effects of waste management. For
instance, it requires applications for waste management facilities to
demonstrate that the amenity of local residents would be protected and
that adequate means of controlling a full range of potential adverse
impacts are incorporated into the scheme. The policy has safeguarding in
place, clause o, to mitigate against negative impacts upon features laid

particulates, noise,
vibration, visual
amenity, light pollution

! This requirement is an issue for all development and waste applications should provide details as to how they will meet these objectives.
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A e e amewo ane aracte 0 pa Additiona pa
A ODje e aluatio eria Duratio erta ale o oF econda ative erg a e ope o
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
out in the objective. As a result, the policy has the potential to have a
positive impact on the objective.
2. To maintain green (+vel-ve) Impact on X High/ medium Hew-/no | (+) The policy requires applications for waste management facilities to
infrastructure and open space effect/ dependsonuse | demonstrate that there would be no significant impact on open space
open space (-ve) reduction of regardless of its purpose. The policy should therefore have a positive
public access; effect impact on the objective.
on green
infrastructure
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce distance X | High-+medium-/ low re | (+) The policy requires applications for waste management facilities to Secondary positive effects on congestion, air
sustainable modes of | waste travels; reduce effect/depends-ontse | demonstrate that they have given active consideration to the quality and carbon dioxide emissions.
transport, reduce the | waste-related car/lorry transportation of waste by modes other than road. The policy does
need to travel and trips; increase use of therefore promote sustainable modes of transport and could have a
improve choice of sustainable transport positive impact on the objective. There is however only a low level of
more sustainable (+ve/-ve) Impact on certainty that any impact on this objective would be significant given that
transport modes road congestion the policy does not require the use of alternative modes of transport
waste. Nevertheless, it is recognised that the use of rail or water to
transport waste will not be a viable option for many waste sites and, as
such, no mitigation is suggested.
4. To conserve and (-ve) Impact on X High+/ medium Hew/{ne | (+)The policy requires applications for waste management facilities to Secondary impacts on sense of place
enhance the historic heritage assets; effect/ depends-onuse | demonstrate that there would be no significant adverse impact on the
environment, heritage | impact on settings historic environment. As a result, the policy should help conserve the
assets and their historic environment, heritage assets and their settings and thereby have o
settings a positive impact on the objective. '%J
5. To maintain and (+ve) Will X High-/ medium Hew-/ne | (+)The policy requires applications for waste management facilities to Secondary impacts on sense of place D
enhance the quality development be effect/ dependsonuse | demonstrate that there would be no significant impact on the landscape N
and character of sympathetic character of the area. Although the policy does not have an equivalent N
North London’s (+ve/-ve) Impact on reference to townscape character, it stipulates that proposed waste w
townscapes and landscape / management facilities should be of a scale, form and character in keeping
landscapes townscape character with its location and should incorporate a high quality of design. The policy
(-ve) Openness of should therefore also help to maintain and enhance the quality and
Green Belt: effect on character of North London’s townscapes.
open space
6. To maintain, (+ve) Scope for X High-/ medium Hew/ne | (+)The policy requires applications for waste management facilities to Consider amending th
protect and enhance habitat creation or effect/ dependsonuse | demonstrate that there would be no significant adverse impact on local make reference to avc
biodiversity, restoration biodiversity or on the integrity of an area designated under the Habitats adverse impacts on th
protected species, (-ve) Impact on Directive. As a result, the policy should help maintain, protect and of SSSls and SINCs.
habitats, geodiversity | nationally protected enhance biodiversity and thereby have a positive impact on the objective.
and features of species / habitats; The policy wording could however potentially be amended so that it is
geological interest impact on or loss of clear that protection is also provided to SSSIs and SINCs.
BAP priority habitats
and species
7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance of X High-/ medium Hew-/ne | (+) The policy requires proposed waste management facilities to not Consider amending th
manage flood risk inappropriate effect/ depends-onuse | increase flood risk and states that such development should aim to reduce require applications fo

dev’'ment in flood risk
areas; reduce flood
risk through SuDS /
other measures

(-ve) Exacerbate
vulnerability to
flooding

risks. The policy therefore has the potential to have a positive impact on
the objective. The policy does not explicitly state that waste management
facilities should avoid areas of flood risk, although it is acknowledged that
national planning policy does already require development to be directed
away from areas at highest risk.

management facilities
areas of highest flood
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ASSE e amewo Pe anence aracte O oF Additiona pa
A ODje e aluatio eria Duratio erta ale o oF econda ative erg a e ope o
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
8. To adapt to, and (+ve) Reduction of X High-/ medium Hew-/ne | (+)The policy requires applications for waste management facilities to
reduce the impacts of | vulnerability to climate effect/ depends-onuse | make the fullest possible contribution to climate change adaptation. It also
climate change change events states that applications for waste management facilities should not
increase flood risk and should aim to reduce risks.
9. To reduce climate (+ve) Reduce waste- X High+/ medium Hew-{ne | (+)The policy requires applications for waste management facilities to Consider amending th
change contributions, | related car/lorry trips; effect/ depends-onuse | make the fullest possible contribution to climate change mitigation, wording to require the
promote energy increase sustainable including the contributions to the development of decentralised energy practicable contributio
efficiency and transport use networks, and also promotes the transportation of waste by sustainable change mitigation.
increase use of (+ve/-ve) Impact on modes. The policy therefore has the potential to make a positive
energy from greenhouse gas contribution to reducing climate change contributions. The policy wording
sustainable sources generation should however potentially be amended to require the fullest practicable
contribution to climate change mitigation.

10. To protect and (+ve) Improvement of X High/ medium Hew/no | (+)The policy requires applications for waste management facilities to Limiting impact on air quality could have
improve air, water water quality; support effect/ dependsonuse | demonstrate that there would be no significant impact on the quality of positive secondary impacts on health.
and soil quality land remediation underlying soils, surface or groundwater. It also requires adequate means

(+ve/-ve) Impact on of controlling dust, air and water-borne contaminants and other emissions

road congestion to be incorporated into schemes and promotes the use of non-road modes

(-ve) Air quality of transporting waste which could have a beneficial effect on air quality.

impact; impact on soil As such, the policy has the potential to have a positive impact on the

quality; groundwater objective.

quality impact
11. To manage waste | (+ve) Minimise waste N/A High-+medium-Hew- no (0) The policy contains a range of criteria that applications for waste
sustainability, generation; promote effect ~depends-enuse | management facilities are expected to comply with. The range of

maximise self-
sufficiency in the
management of
waste, minimise
production of waste
and increase re-use,
recycling and
recovery rates

sustainable waste
management; help to
move management up
the Waste Hierarchy

requirements is not unduly onerous to the extent that it would restrict the
development of waste management facilities. As a result, the policy is
unlikely to have a significant effect on the objective.

vz abed
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12. To ensure efficient | (+ve) Use of X | High-+tmedium/ low -re | (0) The policy contains a range of criteria that applications for waste Consider amending th
use of land and previously developed effect/depends-ontse | management facilities are expected to comply with. The range of prioritise the use of pr
natural resources and | buildings / land; requirements is not unduly onerous to the extent that it would restrict the developed land in pref
the sustainable use of | incorporate or development of waste management facilities. As a result, the policy is greenfield sites.
existing resources encourage water unlikely to have a significant effect on the objective.

efficiency

(-ve) Effect on water (?) The policy does not specifically promote development on previously

demand developed land in preference to greenfield sites. As a result, the extent to

which it would impact on the element of the objective that relates to the
efficient use of land is uncertain.

13. To encourage (+ve) Encourage local N/A High-/-medium-Hew-/ no | (0) The policy contains a range of criteria that applications for waste
sustainable economic | economic growth thro’ effect /depends-enuse | management facilities are expected to comply with. The range of
growth, exploit the provision of adequate requirements is not unduly onerous to the extent that it would restrict the
growth potential of waste facilities; enable development of waste management facilities and reflects the range of
business sectors and | new and innovative criteria required by relevant national, regional and local plans. As a result,
improve productivity | waste management the policy is unlikely to have a significant effect on the objective.
and competitiveness | technologies; scope to
of local waste diversify local waste
industry sector; promotion of

waste minimisation;

help to maximise

value recovery
14. To reduce (+ve) Support for (and X | Hightmedium-How /no | (+) The policy contains a specific clause relating to job creation and social

economic disparities,
unemployment and
deprivation

creation of) a broad
range of employment
opportunities

effect / depends on-use

value benefits. As a result, the policy is likely to have a positive effect on
the objective.

Summary of Assessment

The policy contains a range of criteria for assessing proposals for waste management facilities and related development. The policy will help minimise the impact of waste management development in North London and will help ensure
that it does not result in unacceptable social or environmental impacts. As a result, the policy could support a wide range of objectives, including those which relate to protecting health and amenity; maintaining green infrastructure;
sustainable transport; conserving the historic environment; protecting biodiversity; maintaining townscapes and landscapes; reducing flood risk; reducing contributions to climate change; protecting air, water and soil quality and reduction
of unemployment and deprivation. The policy does not specifically promote development on previously developed land in preference to greenfield sites. As a result, the extent to which it would impact on the objective that relates to the
efficient use of land is uncertain. Consideration should therefore be given to the inclusion of a criteria which gives preference to the use of previously developed land when assessing applications for waste management facilities.

Gee offed
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Policy text:

Policy 6: Energy Recovery and Decentralised Energy

Where waste cannot be managed at a higher level in the waste hierarchy and recovery of energy from waste is feasible, waste developments should generate energy and/or recover excess heat (including the recover
gas) and provide a supply to networks including decentralised energy networks.

Where there is no available decentralised energy network and no network is planned within range of the development, as a minimum requirement the proposal should recover energy through electricity production a
enable it to deliver heat and/or energy and connect to a Decentralised Energy Network in the future.

Developers must demonstrate how they meet these requirements, or provide evidence if it is not technically feasible or economically viable to achieve them, as part of a submitted Energy Statement.

ASSe e amewo Pe ane aracte 0 pa Additiona or
A ODje e aluatio erla Duratio erta ale o oF oF a e erg a e ope o
0-5 yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect people’s | (-ve) Amenity impacts N/A High--medium-Hew-/ no | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant effect on the objective. Other policies in the Pl
health, communities from dust, effect deperds-ontse | Energy recovery can lead to emissions which could have secondary stringent emission star
and local particulates, noise, impacts on health. should mean that the
environmental quality | vibration, visual incorporation of meast
from the adverse amenity, light pollution minimise greenhouse
effects of waste emissions and maximi
management of lower-carbon energ)
sources/generation doi
unacceptable impagt 0
2. To maintain green | (+ve/-ve) Impact on N/A High--medium-Hew-/ no | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant effect on the objective. Q
infrastructure and open space effect /depends-enuse | Other policies will ensure that the incorporation of measures to %
open space (-ve) reduction of minimise greenhouse gas emissions and maximise the use of lower- NG
public access; effect carbon energy sources/generation do not have an unacceptable N
on green infrastructure impact on green infrastructure or open space. o
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce distance N/A High--medium-Hew-/ no | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant effect on the objective.
sustainable modes of | waste travels; reduce effect /depends-on-use
transport, reduce the | waste-related car/lorry
need to travel and trips; increase use of
improve choice of sustainable transport
more sustainable (+ve/-ve) Impact on
transport modes road congestion
4. To conserve and (-ve) Impact on N/A High--medism-Hew-/ no | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant effect on the objective.
enhance the historic | heritage assets; effect /depends-enuse | Other policies will ensure that the incorporation of measures to
environment, heritage | impact on settings minimise greenhouse gas emissions and maximise the use of lower-
assets and their carbon energy sources/generation do not have an unacceptable
settings impact on the historic environment.
5. To maintain and (+ve) Will N/A High--medium-Hew-/ no | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant effect on the objective.
enhance the quality development be effect depenrds-entse | Other policies will ensure that the incorporation of measures to
and character of sympathetic minimise greenhouse gas emissions and maximise the use of lower-
North London’s (+ve/-ve) Impact on carbon energy sources/generation do not have an unacceptable
townscapes and landscape / impact on the quality and character of landscapes / townscapes.
landscapes townscape character
(-ve) Openness of
Green Belt; effect on
open space
6. To maintain, (+ve) Scope for N/A H]:Lfgh—tl—memwaq-l—lew-l no | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant effect on the objective.
effect /depends-on-use
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A e e amewo Pe ane aracte 0 pa Add pa
A ODje e aluatio eria Duratio erta ale o oF da e e ope o
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
protect and enhance habitat creation or Other policies will ensure that the incorporation of measures to
biodiversity, restoration minimise greenhouse gas emissions and maximise the use of lower-
protected species, (-ve) Impact on carbon energy sources/generation do not have an unacceptable
habitats, geodiversity | nationally protected impact on biodiversity.
and features of species / habitats;
geological interest impact on or loss of
BAP priority habitats
and species
7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance of N/A High--medium-Hew-/ no | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant effect on the objective.
manage flood risk inappropriate effect /depends-on-tse
dev’'ment in flood risk
areas; reduce flood
risk through SuDS /
other measures
(-ve) Exacerbate
vulnerability to
flooding
T
Q
«Q
@
N
N
\I
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A e e amewo ane aracte 0 pa Additiona pa
A ODje e aluatio eria Duratio erta ale o oF econda a e erg a e ope o
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary

8. To adapt to, and (+ve) Reduction of N/A High--mediusm-Hew-/ no | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant effect on the objective.

reduce the impacts of | vulnerability to climate effect /depends-on-tse

climate change change events

9. To reduce climate (+ve) Reduce waste- X High- medium Hew-tne | (++) The policy requires waste management facilities to incorporate Secondary positive effects upon health

change contributions, [ related car/lorry trips; effect/ dependsonuse | Measures to minimise greenhouse gas emissions. It also promotes

promote energy increase sustainable the use of lower carbon energy sources/generation, district heating

efficiency and transport use and Decentralised Energy Networks. The policy therefore has the

increase use of (+ve/-ve) Impact on potential to have a significant positive impact as it addresses the

energy from greenhouse gas objective directly.

sustainable sources generation

10. To protect and (+ve) Improvement of X | High+medivm-/ low Fre | (-) Depending on the nature of the facility proposed, energy recovery | Secondary impacts on health. Other policies in the P

improve air, water water quality; support effect/depends-ontse | can lead to emissions which impact on air quality. stringent emission star

and soil quality land remediation should mean that the
(+ve/-ve) Impact on incorporation of meast
road congestion minimise greenhouse ¢
(-ve) Air quality emissions and maximi
impact; impact on soil of lower-carbon energ)
quality; groundwater sources/gener_auon do
quality impact unacceptable impact o

quality.

11. To manage waste | (+ve) Minimise waste X | High+medium/ low -re | (+) By supporting energy recovery, the policy would help move Positive secondary impacts on contributions to Y

sustainability, generation; promote effect/depends-ontse | material up the Waste Hierarchy from landfill and increase waste climate change. (g

maximise self- sustainable waste recovery rates. In addition, the policy is flexible in that it specifies that D

sufficiency in the management; help to developers do not necessarily need to comply with the requirements N

management of move management up of the policy if it is not technically feasible or economically viable. As N

waste, minimise the Waste Hierarchy such, the requirements of the policy should not act as an impediment 00]

production of waste to the development of new waste facilities. As a result, the policy has

and increase re-use, the potential to have a positive impact on the objective. Nevertheless,

recycling and the level of certainty is not high as the policy promotes recovery which

recovery rates is not as high up the Waste Hierarchy as reusing or recycling.

12. To ensure efficient | (+ve) Use of X High+ medium Hew-tne | (++) The policy encourages waste management to minimise the use Positive secondary impacts on contributions to

use of land and previously developed effect/ dependsonuse | Of non-renewable energy and promotes energy recovery, the use of climate change.

natural resources and | buildings / land; lower-carbon energy sources and the development of decentralised

the sustainable use of | incorporate or energy networks. The policy therefore has the potential to have a

existing resources encourage water significant impact on the objective by supporting the sustainable use
efficiency of existing resources and minimising the need to consume new
(-ve) Effect on water resources for energy production.
demand

13. To encourage (+ve) Encourage local X High-/ medium Hew-/ne | (+) By promoting energy efficiency and providing support for the Secondary impacts on employment

sustainable economic | economic growth thro’ effect/dependsonuse | development of combined heat and power and decentralised energy opportunities.

growth, exploit the
growth potential of
business sectors and
improve productivity
and competitiveness
of local waste
industry

provision of adequate
waste facilities; enable
new and innovative
waste management
technologies; scope to
diversify local waste
sector; promotion of
waste minimisation;
help to maximise
value recovery

networks, the policy could help deliver cost savings for local
businesses and improve the competitiveness of local waste industry.

(+) Such facilities are likely to make use of locally arising wastes in
the first instance and will therefore contribute to better value recovery
benefitting the local economy.
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14. To reduce (+ve) Support for (and N/A High--medium-Hew-/ no | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant effect on the objective.

economic disparities, | creation of) a broad effect /depends-on-use
unemployment and range of employment
deprivation opportunities

Summary of Assessment

The policy promotes measures to minimise greenhouse gas emissions and to minimise the use of non-renewable energy and requires waste developments to maximise the use of lower-carbon energy sources/generation. As a result, the
policy has the potential to have a significant positive impact on the objective or reducing climate change contributions, promoting energy efficiency and increasing the use of energy from sustainable sources. In addition, by supporting
efforts to reduce the consumption of resources for energy generation, the policy could also have a major positive effect on the objective that relates to the efficient and sustainable use of natural resources.

The policy could also have a positive impact on the objectives that relate to encouraging sustainable economic growth, value recovery, and managing waste sustainably, although the level of certainty that the policy would have a positive
impact on the latter objective is not high as the policy promotes the management of waste by recovery which is not as high up the Waste Hierarchy as reusing or recycling.

Depending on the nature of the facility proposed, energy recovery can lead to emissions which impact on air quality. As a result, the policy does have the potential to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to protecting air
quality. Nevertheless, it is acknowledged that other policies in the Plan and stringent emission standards should mean that the incorporation of measures to minimise greenhouse gas emissions and maximise the use of lower-carbon
energy sources / generation does not have unacceptable impact on air quality.
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Policy 7: Waste Water Treatment Works and Sewage Plant

Policy text:

Proposals for the provision of new facilities for the management, treatment and disposal of wastewater and sewage sludge will be permitted, provided that:

e itisdemonstrated that there is an identified need for such a facility within the North London Waste Plan Area, which cannot be met through existing waste facilities; and

Agency.

e the proposals meet the other policies of this North London Waste Plan together with all other relevant policies of the appropriate borough's Development Plan, and meet environmental standards set |

0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect (-ve) Amenity X | High-tmedium-/ low | (?) The policy outlines that proposals will be permitted
people’s health, impacts from dust, +ne-effect/depends | providing there is justification for the new facility; and that
communities and particulates, noise, onuse the relevant policies and standards are adhered to. This
local environmental | vibration, visual includes tighter environmental permitting set by the
quality from the amenity, light Environment Agency in 2017, and requires Thames Water
adverse effects of pollution to make improvements to the quality of discharged
waste management effluent. The policy states that any new waste water and
sewage treatment plants will be supported where the
location minimises environmental impact. In addition, the
construction of the Thames Tideway Tunnel may have U
indirect benefits in terms of relieving pressure for further g
expansion of local Waste Water Treatment Works. D
N
Despite these potential benefits, it is unclear at this point w
as to whether the policy will readdress environmental o
inequalities in the plan area.
2. To maintain green | (+ve/-ve) Impact on X | High-tmedium-/low | (?) Following the construction of the Thames Tideway
infrastructure and open space fno-effectidepends | Tunnel, there may less of a need to expand existing
open space (-ve) reduction of on-use facilities in the local area. This may result in potential for
public access; green infrastructure to expand, however this is uncertain
effect on green at this stage.
infrastructure
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce N/A High--medium-Hew | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant effect on the
sustainable modes distance waste #no effect /depends | objective.
of transport, reduce | travels; reduce on-use
the need to travel waste-related
and improve choice | car/lorry trips;
of more sustainable | increase use of
transport modes sustainable
transport
(+ve/-ve) Impact on
road congestion
4. To conserve and | (-ve) Impact on X | Hightmedium-/ low | (+) The policy states that any new facility will be supported
enhance the historic | heritage assets; Fno-effecti-depends | where the location minimises any environmental or other
environment, impact on settings op-use impact that the development would likely to give rise to — it
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A e e amewo Pe ane e aracte 0 pa Add pa
A ODje e aluatio eria Duratio erta ale o oF da . e ope o ore
oK
0-5 yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
heritage assets and is expected that this includes heritage assets.
their settings
5. To maintain and | (+ve) Will N/A High--medium-Hew | (?) It is uncertain at this stage whether the
enhance the quality | development be # no effect /depends | townscape/landscape will be adversely affected. ?
and character of sympathetic en-tse
North London’s (+Ve/-ve) |mpact on
townscapes and |andscape/
Iandscapes townscape
character
(-ve) Openness of
Green Belt; effect
on open space
6. To maintain, (+ve) Scope for X | High-tmedium-/low | (+) The policy states that any new facility will be supported
protect and habitat creation or {no-effect/{-depends | where the location minimises any environmental or other +
enhance restoration op-use impact that the development would likely to give rise to — it
biodiversity, (-ve) Impact on is expected that this includes ecology.
protected species, | nationally protected
habitats, - species / habitats;
geodiversity and impact on or loss of
features of BAP priority
geological interest habitats and
species
7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance of N/A High--mediuvm-Hew | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant impact on
manage flood risk inappropriate #no effect /-depends | the objective. 0
dev'ment in flood entse
risk areas; reduce
flood risk through
SuDS / other
measures
(-ve) Exacerbate
vulnerability to
flooding
8. To adapt to, and | (+ve) Reduction of N/A High--medium-Hew | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant impact on
reduce the impacts | vulnerability to # no effect /depends | the objective. 0
of climate change climate change endse
events -
9. To reduce climate | (+ve) Reduce X | High-+medium-/ low | (+) The policy encourages the development of existing
change waste- related Fno-efecti-depends | \yaste management sites which should help ensure that +
contributions, entdse

car/lorry trips;

increase
sustainable

promote energy
efficiency and
increase use of transport use

energy from (+ve/-ve) Impact on
sustainable sources | greenhouse gas

generation

there are sufficient facilities in North London and thereby
reduce the need for waste to be transported outside of the
Plan area. This could have a positive impact on the
greenhouse gas emissions from the transport sector
(although this may be regarded as a secondary impact).
However, there is a low level of certainty of this impact as
the source of waste arisings is unknown and may
originate from outside the plan area.
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ASSe e amewo anence aracte 0 pa Additiona pa
A ODje e aluatio eria Duratio erta ale o oF e ope o
econaa a e erg
Ja
0-5 yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
10. To protect and (+ve) Improvement N/A High--mediusm-Hew | (0) The policy encourages the development of existing
improve air, water of water quality; # no effect /depends | facilities, as a result, it would not result in any significant
and soil quality support land onuse new impacts on air, water or soil quality. Therefore, the
remediation policy is unlikely to have a significant impact on the
(+vel-ve) Impact on objective.
road congestion
(-ve) Air quality
impact; impact on
soil quality;
groundwater quality
impact
11. To manage (+ve) Minimise X High- medium Hew | (+) Works to Deephams STW has started which will
waste sustainability, | waste generation; f-no-effect/depends | provide sufficient capacity to meet Thames Water’s
maximise self- promote onuse projections of future requirements into the next decade.
sufficiency in the sustainable waste Existing facilities may however not manage waste at the
management of management; help optimal level in the Waste Hierarchy.
waste, minimise to move
production of waste | management up
and increase re-use, | the Waste
recycling and Hierarchy
recovery rates
12. To ensure (+ve) Use of X High- medium Hew | (+)The will reduce the likelihood of new sites needing to
efficient use of land | previously {-no-effect/depends | be identified to manage North London’s waste. This would
and natural developed buildings onuse support the element of the objective that relates to the
resources and the / land; incorporate efficient use of land.
sustainable use of or encourage water
existing resources efficiency
(-ve) Effect on
water demand
13. To encourage (+ve) Encourage X High- medium Hew | (+) The policy outlines that Deephams STW will continue Increased employment opportunities
sustainable local economic -no-effect/depends | to provide sufficient effluent treatment capacity to meet
economic growth, growth thro’ en-use needs during the plan period. This should encourage
epr0|t. the growth provision of sustainable growth.
potential of adequate waste
business sectors facilities; enable
and improve new and innovative
productivity and waste management
competitiveness of | technologies; scope
local waste industry | to diversify local
waste sector;
promotion of waste
minimisation; help
to maximise value
recovery
14. To reduce (+ve) Support for N/A High--medium-Hew | (0) The policy is unlikely to result in a significant reduction
economic (and creation of) a #no effect /depends | in unemployment or economic disparities. As a result, the
disparities, broad range of entdse policy is unlikely to have a significant impact on the
unemployment and | employment objective.
deprivation opportunities
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Summary of Assessment

This policy outlines the requirements for the provision of new facilities for the management, treatment and disposal of wastewater and sewage sludge. It emphasises that existing waste facilities, such as Deephams, are favoured and the
relevant plans and standards should be adhered to.

By encouraging the use of existing facilities, the policy has the potential to have a positive impact on the objective of managing waste sustainability, maximising self-sufficiency in the management of waste. Moreover, it is expected that
with the planned Thames Tideway Tunnel, pressure for further expansion of local Waste Water Treatment Works will be relieved. The policy also has the potential to have a positive effect on the objectives that relate to sustainable
transport and mitigating climate change by reducing the need for waste to be transported outside of the Plan area. However, there is a low level of certainty of this impact as the source of waste arisings is unknown and may originate from
outside the plan area. The policy could also have a positive effect on the objective of ensuring the efficient use of land and the sustainable use of existing resources by reducing the likelihood of new sites needing to be identified to
manage North London’s waste.

It is unlikely to have a negative impact on any of the objectives but the impact on the objective that relates to health and amenity is uncertain as the policy may result in the safeguarding of existing sites which already have some adverse
impact on amenity. It is however recognised that in such instances it may be the nature of the facility rather than the site itself which is causing amenity problems. In addition, the release of these sites may cause capacity management
problems for the plan area. As such, no mitigation measures are suggested to address this.
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Policy 8: Control of inert waste

Policy text:

a) The purposes of restoring former mineral working sites; or

b) Facilitating an improvement in the quality of land; or

c) Facilitating the establishment of an appropriate use in line with other policies in the Local Plan; or

Where one or more of the above criteria (a-d) are met, all proposals using inert waste should:

biodiversity enhancement, geological conservation and increased public accessibility.

Proposals for development using inert waste will be permitted where the proposal is both essential for, and involves the minimum quantity of waste necessary for:

d) Improving land damaged or degraded as a result of existing uses and where no other satisfactory means exist to secure the necessary improvement.

Proposals for inert waste disposal to land will not be permitted if it can be demonstrated that the waste can be managed through recovery operations and that there is a need to dispose of waste.

a) Incorporate finished levels that are compatible with the surrounding landscape. The finished levels should be the minimum required to ensure satisfactory restoration of the land for an agreed after-use; ar

b) Include proposals for high quality restoration and aftercare of the site, taking account of the opportunities for enhancing the overall quality of the environment and the wider benefits that the site may offe

0-5 yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect (-ve) Amenity X | High-tmedium-/ low | (?) The policy states that al proposals for inert waste will
people’s health, impacts from dust, no-effectidepends | take account of the opportunities for enhancing the overall
communities and particulates, noise, on-use quality of the environment and wider benefits that the site
local environmental | vibration, visual may offer.
guality from the amenity, light . o )
adverse effects of pollution However, it is n.oted that there is likely to be disturbances
waste management to the local environment, due to the movement of HGVs.
In such a case there should be wider benefits to the area,
through environmental improvement or creation of new
public rights of way.
2. To maintain green | (+ve/-ve) Impact on N/A High-/-medium-Hew | (0) The policy does not explicitly mention the potential for
infrastructure and open space #no effect /depends | green infrastructure opportunities.
open space (-ve) reduction of enuse
public access;
effect on green
infrastructure
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce X | Hightmedium-/ low | (-) The policy does state that there is the potential for Secondary impacts on greenhouse gas
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A ODbjective aluatio eria Dura

0-5 yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
sustainable modes distance waste Lno-effect/depends | disturbance to the local environment through the emissions from the transport sector and air
of transport, reduce | travels; reduce on-use movement and congestion caused by HGVs. quality.
the need to travel waste-related
and improve choice | car/lorry trips;
of more sustainable | increase use of
transport modes sustainable

transport
(+ve/-ve) Impact on
road congestion
4. To conserve and | (-ve) Impact on X | High/ medium Hew | (+)The policy includes scope for high quality restoration
enhance the historic | heritage assets; +no-effect/depends | and aftercare of the sites, taking account of the
Env_wonment, g impact on settings en-use opportunities for enhancing overall quality of the
eritage assets an environment and the wider benefits that the site may offer.
their settings . . . . .
There is potential for this to extend to heritage assets in
North London.
5. To maintain and | (+ve) Will X | High+# medium Hew | (+) The policy states that all proposals using inert waste
enhance the quality | development be Fno-effect/depends | ghoy|g incorporate finished levels that are compatible with
and character of sympathetic oRtse the surrounding landscape. There is potential therefore for
North London’s (+ve/-ve) Impact on landscape/townscape improvements.
townscapes and landscape /
landscapes townscape
character
(-ve) Openness of
Green Belt; effect
on open space
6. To maintain, (+ve) Scope for X | High4 medium Hew | (+) The policy states that al proposals for inert waste will
protect and habitat creation or +ne-effect/-depends | take account of the opportunities for enhancing the overall
enhance restoration entdse qualityﬁof th?hgnvir?nn;er;t a.mdlvx(/]:debr. bg'nefitgtthat the site
I . may offer — this extends to include biodiversity
biodiversity, . (-ve) Impact on enhancement.
protected species, nationally protected
habitats, species / habitats;
geodiversity and impact on or loss of
features of BAF.) priority
logical interest habitats and
geological interes species
7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance of N/A High--medium-Hew | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant impact on
manage flood risk inappropriate #no effect /depends | the objective.
dev'ment in flood on-use

risk areas; reduce
flood risk through
SuDS / other
measures

(-ve) Exacerbate
vulnerability to
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A ODbjective aluatio eria Dura

0-5 yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary

flooding
8. To adapt to, and | (+ve) Reduction of N/A High--medium-Hew | (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant impact on
reduce the impacts | vulnerability to #no effect /depends | the objective.
of climate change climate change entuse

events
9. To reduce climate | (+ve) Reduce X | High+medium-/ low | (+) Inert waste materials can be used for the restoration of
change waste- related +-nro-effect/-depends | mineral sites rather than disposed of at inert landfill sites.
contributions, car/lorry trips; en-tse Increased use of recycled and secondary aggregates can
ggﬁgggifgﬁggy increase reduce the need and demand for primary aggregates
increase use of sustainable extrac.non. This gould ha.lve the added benefit _of reducing
energy from transport use emissions associated with aggregates extraction.
sustainable sources | (+ve/-ve) Impact on

greenhouse gas

generation
10. To protect and (+ve) Improvement X | High-tmedium-How | (?) The policy states that al proposals for inert waste will
improve air, water of water quality; { no effect Ldepends | take account of the opportunities for enhancing the overall
and soil quality support land onuse quality of the environment and wider benefits that the site

remediation may offer.

+ve/-ve) Impact on o o .

( q ) f However, it is noted that there is likely to be disturbances

roa cgnges _|on to the local environment, due to the movement of HGVs.

(-ve) Air quality In such a case there should be wider benefits to the area,

impact; impact on through environmental improvement or creation of new

soil quality; public rights of way.

groundwater quality

impact
11. To manage (+ve) Minimise X High- medium Hew | (+) The policy encourages the increased use of recycled
waste sustainability, | waste generation; I-no-effect/depends | and secondary aggregates, reducing the need and
maximise self- promote onuse demand for primary aggregates extraction.
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A Oble a

0-5yrs

5-10 yrs >10 yrs

[delete as appropriate]

Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary

12. To ensure (+ve) Use of X High-/ medium Hew | (+)The policy involves the restoration of former mineral
efficient use of land | previously Lno-effectidepends | working sites, improvement to quality of land and
and natural developed buildings on-use damaged land.
resources and the / land; incorporate
sustainable use of or encourage water
existing resources efficiency
(-ve) Effect on
water demand
13. To encourage (+ve) Encourage X High-/ medium Hew | (+) The policy will enable maximum value recovery from Increased employment opportunities
sustainable local economic f-no-effect/ depends | inert waste through the restoration projects.
economic growth, growth thro’ onuse
exploit the growth provision of
potential of adequate waste
business sectors facilities; enable
and improve new and innovative
productivity and waste management
competitiveness of | technologies; scope
local waste industry | to diversify local
waste sector;
promotion of waste
minimisation; help
to maximise value
recovery
14. To reduce (+ve) Support for N/A High--medium-Hew | (0). It does not promote the provision of new facilities and
economic (and creation of) a # no effect /depends | is unlikely to result in a significant reduction in
disparities, broad range of entdse unemployment or economic disparities. As a result, the
unemployment and | employment policy is unlikely to have a significant impact on the
deprivation opportunities objective.

Summary of Assessment

This policy outlines the criteria for proposals using inert waste. Where such criteria are met, all proposals should be compatible with the surrounding environment and include high quality restoration and aftercare of the site. In this there

will be wider opportunities for enhancing the overall quality of the environment, including biodiversity enhancement, geological conservation and increased public accessibility.

There are benefits of using inert waste for restoration projects rather than disposing of at inert landfill sites. Moreover, increased use of recycled and secondary aggregates can reduce the need and demand for primary aggregates
extraction. It is noted, however, that there may be disturbances to the local community and environment through the movement of HGVs. In such cases, proposals should incorporate wider benefits for the wider area, for example, through

environmental improvement or the creation of new public rights of way.
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4. Sustainability Appraisal of the Strategy Policy for North London’s
Waste



COIGADISNN Strategy Policy

The North London Boroughs will identify sufficient capacity and land for the provision of waste facilities to manage the equivalent of 100% of waste arisings (net self-sufficiency) for Local Authority Collected Waste (LACW) and
Commercial & Industrial (C&I) waste by 2026 and Construction & Demolition (C&D) waste by 2035, including hazardous waste. The North London Boroughs will plan to manage as much of North London’s excavation waste arisings
within North London as practicable. To achieve this, the North London Boroughs will plan to manage the quantities of waste set out in Table 8 over the next 15 years.

The North London Boroughs will encourage development on existing and new sites that promotes the movement of waste up the waste hierarchy, increases management of waste as close to the source as practicable, and reduces
exports of waste to landfill.

The North London Boroughs will continue to co-operate with waste planning authorities who receive significant quantities of waste exports from North London.

A e e a ewo Pe e e al a e O AdQ Ona ore
A ODJe e aluatio eria D erta ale o pa e ope o
econaa
Ja
0-5 5-10 | >10 . . . .
[delete as appropriate] | Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
yrs yrs yrs
1. To protect (-ve) Amenity impacts X High+ medium Heow-/ (+)The act of identifying land for waste facilities is unlikely to have a
people’s health, from dust, no-effect/dependson | significant impact on the objective; however, if the land is used to +
communities and particulates, noise, use provide waste management facilities it may have a negative impact
local environmental vibration, visual on people’s health. Transport of waste to an increased number of
guality from the amenity, light waste facilities, processing and keeping waste within the boroughs
adverse effects of pollution will increase exposure to dust particulates, noise, vibration and visual
waste management pollution which would impact people’s health and the local
environment. Conversely, by ensuring there are sufficient facilities in
North London and reducing the need for waste to be transported
outside of the Plan area would have a positive impact on the
objective by reducing overall waste transport.
Nevertheless, the policy would also result in the safeguarding of
existing sites which contain facilities that already have an adverse
impact on amenity. However it is recognised that the impact of
existing facilities may already be mitigated by planning conditions and
site monitoring. It is also recognised that in such instances it may be
the nature of the facility rather than the site itself which is causing
amenity problems.
2. To maintain green | (+ve/-ve) Impact on X High-/ medium How-/ (--)The act of identifying land for waste facilities is unlikely to have a
infrastructure and open space no-effect/depends-on | significant impact on the objective; however, land taken for waste -
open space use management farcilities would have a negative rrrrpact on this opjective.
(-ve) reduction of Structures are likely to be erected and accessibility to the public may
public access; effect be restricted or blocked. Furthermore, the possibrlity of t'he. land being
used to create or enhance green infrastructure will be eliminated.
on green
infrastructure
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce X High-/ medium How-/ (+)Ensuring there are sufficient facilities in North London and thereby
sustainable modes of | distance waste no-effectidepends-on | reducing the need for waste to be transported outside of the Plan ?
transport, reduce the | travels; reduce use area would have a positive impact on the element of the objective
need to travel and waste-related that relates to reducing the distance waste travels as it will be staying
improve choice of car/lorry trips; within the 7 boroughs.
more sustainable increase use of
transport modes sustainable transport (-)However, managing the equivalent of 100% of waste arisings within
the Plan area may increase road congestion with vehicles
(+ve/-ve) Impact on transporting waste from one location to another within the Plan area.
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A ODbje e aluatio eria Duratio erta ale o pa a e ope o

0-5 5-10 >10

[delete as appropriate]

Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary

yrs yrs yrs
road congestion This may have a negative impact on the element of the objective
pertaining to road congestion.
4. To conserve and (-ve) Impact on X High+ medium Heow-/ (?) There would be a negative impact if chosen sites are located near
enhance the historic | heritage assets; no-effect/depends on | heritage asset but that would be a site by site decision and at this
environment, impact on settings use time there is insufficient evidence to ascertain a final conclusion
heritage assets and
their settings
5. To maintain and (+ve) Will X High--medivm-How/ (?)The act of identifying land for waste facilities is unlikely to have a
enhance the quality development be no-effect/depends on | significant impact on the objective; however, land taken for waste
and character of sympathetic use management facilities would have a negative impact on the objgctive.
North London’s Taking land for use as Wasfce management facilities may gonstrlct the
(+vel-ve) Impact on Green Belt depending on site selection .Eurthermore, an impact on
townscapes and the landscape or townscape character will increase from visual
landscapes landscape / pollution and increased levels of dust, noise and vibrations. The
townscape character impact would be on a site by site decision and at this time there is
insufficient evidence to ascertain a final conclusion
(-ve) Openness of
Green Belt; effect on
open space
6. To maintain, (+ve) Scope for X High-Fmedium-How-/ (?) The policy is unlikely to have a significant impact on the objective
protect and enhance | habitat creation or no effect-depends-on | in relation to existing sites as protocols are already in place.
biodiversity, restoration use
protected species, Any new sites be developed shall be developed in accordance with
habitats, geodiversity | (-v€) Impact on the policy and other biodiversity protocols in accordance with
and features of nationally protected standard development planning with principal aim of avoiding
geological interest species / habitats; inappropriate development.
impact on or loss of
BAP priority habitats
and species
7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance of N/A High-Lmedium-How/ (?) The policy is unlikely to have a significant impact on the objective
manage flood risk inappropriate no effect--depends-on | in relation to existing sites as protocols are already in place.
dev’'ment in flood risk use
areas: reduce flood Any new sites be developed shall be developed in accordance with
risk through SuDS / the policy and other flood risk management protocols in accordance
other measures with standard development planning with principal aim of avoiding
inappropriate development.
(-ve) Exacerbate
vulnerability to
flooding
8. To adapt to, and (+ve) Reduction of N/A High-Lmedium-How/ (0) The policy is unlikely to have a significant impact on the objective.
reduce the impacts vulnerability to no effect-/depends-on
of climate change climate change use

events
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A ODJe e aluatio eria Duratio erta ale o pa a e ope o
econaa a e erg
Jatio
0-5 5-10 | >10 . . . .
- - - [delete as appropriate] | Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
9. To reduce climate (+ve) Reduce waste- X High-/ medium How-/ (+)Ensuring there are sufficient facilities in North London and thereby
change related car/lorry trips; no-effect/dependson | reducing the need for waste to be transported outside of the Plan
contributions, increase sustainable use area. Reducing waste transport could have a positive impact on the
promote energy transport use objective by reducing overall GHG emissions and potentially reducing
efficiency and waste car/lorry trips.
increase use of (+vel-ve) Impact on
energy from greenhouse gas (-)However, increased waste management within the area may
sustainable sources | (GHG) generation necessitate increased numbers of car/lorry trips, should no
sustainable alternative be ascertained, which would overall have a
negative impact on GHG emissions.
10. To protect and (+ve) Improvement of X High+ medium Heow-/ (-)The act of identifying land for waste facilities is unlikely to have a
improve air, water water quality; support no-effect/depends-on | significant impact on the objective; however, land taken for waste
and soil quality land remediation use management facilities may have a negative impact on the objective.
Road congestion may increase due to increase waste related car and
(+vel-ve) Impact on lorry journey or it may decrease due to waste moving higher up the
road congestion Waste Hierarchy. Air quality may become poorer due to increased car
. . and lorry journeys and increase dust from waste management
(-ve) Air quality s
) . . facilities.
impact; impact on soll
quality; groundwater
quality impact
11. To manage waste | (+ve) Minimise waste X High / medium-How/ (++) The policy directly promotes the movement of waste up the
sustainability, generation; promote no-effect/dependson | Waste Hierarchy which correlates with the objective.
maximise self- sustainable waste use
sufficiency in the management; help to
management of move management
waste, minimise up the Waste
production of waste Hierarchy
and increase re-use,
recycling and
recovery rates
12. To ensure (+ve) Use of X High+ medium Heow-/ (-)The act of identifying land for waste facilities is unlikely to have a
efficient use of land previously developed no-effect/depends-on | significant impact on the objective; however, land taken for waste
and natural buildings / land; use management facilities may have a negative impact on the objective.
resources and the incorporate or Developing of existing sites could have a negative effect on water
sustainable use of encourage water demand as will the development of new sites.
existing resources efficiency
(-ve) Effect on water
demand
13. To encourage (+ve) Encourage X High- medium How-/ (+)The act of identifying land for waste facilities is unlikely to have a
sustainable local economic no-effect/depends-oen | significant impact on the objective; however, land taken for waste
economic growth, growth thro’ provision use management facilities may have a positive impact on the objective.

exploit the growth
potential of business
sectors and improve
productivity and

of adequate waste
facilities; enable new
and innovative waste
management

Developing existing sites and creating waste management facilities
could provide opportunities to encourage local economic growth and
enable innovation.
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A ODJe e aluatio eria Duratio erta ale o pa a e ope o
econaa d e erg
Jallo
0-5 5-10 >10 . . . . i
- - - [delete as appropriate] | Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
competitiveness of technologies; scope
local waste industry | to diversify local
waste sector;
promotion of waste
minimisation; help to
maximise value
recovery
14. To reduce (+ve) Support for X High- medium How-/ (+)The act of identifying land for waste facilities is unlikely to have a
economic disparities, | (and creation of) a no-effectidepends-on | significant impact on the objective; however, land taken for waste +
unemployment and broad range of use management facilities may have a positive impact on the objective.
deprivation employment The development of existing sites and the creation of new could
opportunities create of employment opportunities.

Summary of Assessment

The policy outlines long term strategy for managing 100% of waste arisings within the plan area by identifying land with capacity for waste facilities, facilitating the movement of waste up the waste hierarchy and co-operation with waste receiving authorities until 2035.
The policy has the potential to have a positive impact on; health, communities and environment; sustainable transport modes; minimisation of waste generation; sustainable economic growth and reduction in economic disparities and unemployment in the plan area.
The policy may have negative impacts on; green infrastructure and open space; heritage assets; land and townscape character; air, water and soil quality; efficient use of land and natural resources.

Depending on the location of facilities there may be adverse effects upon Heritage assets though further investigation would be necessary upon confirmation of site selection.
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5. Sustainability Appraisal of the Area Allocations

North London Waste Plan — SA/SEA Report — Appendix 5



Oakleigh Road Site reference: A02-BA Date of visit: 11t: August 2014 [pm] Assessor:
t
257 June 2018 IM/ MM/ JE
CW/ MH
A e e amewo ane e aracte 0 pa Additiona pa
A ODje e aluatio a erta ale o oF econda ative a e opeo
erlia erg gatlio
0-5 yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect people’s | (-ve) Amenity X | High-tmedium-How/ | (1) The area is immediately adjacent to residential properties Secondary impacts on quality of | Enforce appropriate
health, communities | impacts from dust, ne-effect/ depends on | |ying to the northeast, southeast and south. life and perceptions of the area. controls through
and local particulates, noise, use planning conditions and
environmental quality | vibration, visual . . N . . . environmental
from the advers?e 4 amenity, light The area is occupied by existing industrial uses, including Development of waste permitting
effects of waste poIIution, existing waste management facilities. However, there could be | Management facilities in the area '
management scope for a waste management facility to introduce new could generate cumulative
impacts (such as odour, vermin, etc.) on amenity. There could | impacts alongside existing Ensure that only
also be some increase in dust and emissions from traffic employment uses in the vicinity. | enclosed facilities are
accessing the area. It is however uncertain whether a waste developed in the parts of
facility would generate more traffic/dust than existing industrial the area that are
uses in the area and conditions could be used to mitigate other adjacent to sensitive
impacts. The extent to which a facility would impact on amenity receptors.
could also depend on which part of the area it is located in.
2. To maintain green | (+ve/-ve) Impact X High-+medium-/ low/ | (.) The area is an existing trading/industrial estate and is not Secondary impacts on Protect existing green
infrastructure and on open space neo-effect/depends-onr | within Metropolitan Open Land. Areas of Metropolitan Open perceptions of the area infrastructure features or
open space (-ve) reduction of use Land do lie 10m to the east and 45m to the west and there are secure appropriate
public access; some areas of green/open space with a number of mature replacement
effect on green trees within the area itself. Directing waste management landscaping / planting.
infrastructure facilities to this area could have some negative impact on the
green infrastructure network if it resulted in the loss of
green/open space within the site.
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce X High--medium-/low/ | (-) The area is not located in close proximity to a navigable Secondary impact on greenhouse
sustainable modes of | distance waste no-effect/depends-en | waterway or wharf. There is a railway to the south west but gas emissions from the transport
transport, reduce the | travels; reduce use there are no sidings in this location. As such, any facility is sector and air quality.
need to travel and waste-related likely to be reliant upon transporting waste by road.
improve choice of car/lorry trips;
more sustainable increase use of (+) Any waste facility delivered in the area could however
transport modes sustainable reduce the need for waste to be transported outside of the Plan
transport area. This could have a positive impact on the element of the
(+ve/-ve) Impact objective that relates to reducing the need to travel. However,
on road_ there is a low level of certainty of this impact as the source of
congestion waste arising is unknown and may originate from outside the
plan area.
4.To conserve and (-ve) Impact on N/A High--medium-How-/ | (0) The area is an existing industrial/trading estate and there
enhance the historic | heritage assets; no effect /depends-en | are no designated heritage assets or locally listed buildings
yse

environment, heritage
assets and their
settings

impact on settings

within or adjacent to it. As a result, directing waste
management facilities to this area is unlikely to have a
significant impact on the objective.
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5. To maintain and (+ve) Will High--medium-/ low / (0) The area is not within the Green Belt or Ancient Woodland. Protect existing
enhance the quality development be no-effect/dependson | An area of Metropolitan Open Land lies 10m east of the area. landscape features or
and character of sympathetic use However, the area is an existing industrial estate and there are secure appropriate
North London’s (+ve/-ve) Impact existing waste management facilities in the area. Therefore the replacement
townscapes and on landscape / proposed use of the area for additional waste facilities is landscaping / planting.
landscapes townscape unlikely to impact upon the character of this Metropolitan Open
character Land.
(-ve) Openness of
Green Belt; effect (?) Although the area comprises of existing industrial /
on open space employment units, it also contains some areas of green/open
space with a number of mature trees, particularly along the
areas eastern boundary. If these areas were developed it
would have an impact on the local townscape.
6. To maintain, (+ve) Scope for High--medium-/low/ | () The area is not part of an internationally designated site or Allocate site for
protect and enhance | habitat creation or no-effect/depends-on | |ocated within a SSSI. It is not located in close proximity to any enclosed waste uses
biodiversity, restoration use Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINCs). only and enforce
protected species, (-ve) Impact on appropriate controls
habitats, geodiversity | nationally (?) Although the area is an existing industrial estate, in the through planning
and features of protected species absence of appropriate ecological surveys it is not known conditions and
geological interest / habitats; impact whether the area contains any protected species or habitats or environmental
on or loss of BAP whether there is any scope for habitat creation. permitting.
priority habitats
and species
7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance High/ medium Hew-/ | (+) The area is entirely within Flood Zone 1 and is therefore at
manage flood risk of inappropriate ne-effect/depends-on | a low risk of flooding from fluvial and tidal sources. It has also
dev’ment in flood use not been identified as being susceptible to surface water
risk areas; reduce flooding. As such, directing waste management facilities to this
flood risk through location would help to avoid inappropriate development in
SuDS / other areas at risk of flooding and could therefore have a positive
measures impact on the objective.
(-ve) Exacerbate
vulnerability to
flooding
8. To adapt to, and (+ve) Reduction of High--medium-/low/ | (0) The area is entirely within Flood Zone 1 and is therefore at Incorporate appropriate
reduce the impacts of | vulnerability to ne-effect/dependson | a low risk of flooding from fluvial and tidal sources. It has also boundary treatments /
use not been identified as being susceptible to surface water landscaping.

climate change

climate change
events

flooding.

(-)The use of the area for a waste facility could result in the
loss of green space depending on which part of the area it is
directed to. This would lead to the loss of green infrastructure
features that could help alleviate the impacts of higher summer
temperatures expected as a result of climate change
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9. To reduce climate
change contributions,
promote energy
efficiency and
increase use of
energy from
sustainable sources

(+ve) Reduce
waste- related
car/lorry trips;
increase
sustainable
transport use
(+ve/-ve) Impact
on greenhouse
gas generation

High-Fmedium-How-/
no-effect! depends on
use

(+) The proposed function could contribute to reduced
emissions provided the site serves a relatively localised
catchment and helps to raise recycling and/or recovery rates
[quite likely, but depends on waste use]

(?) There is little apparent scope for waste to be transported to
the site by sustainable modes of transport. As such, any
facility is likely to be reliant upon transporting waste by road.
Nevertheless, any facility could help ensure that North
London’s waste is managed close to its source thereby
reducing ‘waste miles’ and associated emissions. However,
there is limited certainty about this impact as the source of
waste arisings is unknown and may originate from outside the
plan area.

10. To protect and (+ve) High-I-medium-Hew-/ | (?)Thearea is previously developed land. It is not Any impact on air quality could Allocate area for
improve air, water Improvement of ne-effeet/ depends on | contaminated as defined under Part 2A of the Environmental have secondary effects on health, | enclosed waste uses
and soil quality water quality; use Protection Act but may contain contamination that would need | particularly amongst those who only
support land to be remediated prior to re-development. The site is not within | suffer from respiratory illnesses.
remediation or adjacent to a Principal Aquifers or Source Protection Zones Negative air pressure
(+ve/-ve) Impact land 2. Development of waste and rapid-closure doors
on road. management facilities in the area | on any enclosed facility
congestion (?) The area is within an Air Quality Management Area but it is | could generate cumulative in the area.
(-ve) Air quality not located in or close to an Air Quality Focus Area as defined | impacts alongside existing
impact; impact on by GLA. Any proposed waste facility would generate vehicular | employment uses in the vicinity. Dust suppression and
soil quality; traffic which could impact on congestion and adversely affect other measures such as
groundwater air quality. However, the extent of this impact would depend wheel-washing.
quality impact on the proposed use and whether it generated a greater
volume of traffic than the existing use. Scale of impact would
also be dependent on whether the facility handled locally-
arising waste or served a wider catchment.
(-) Depending on the use, there could be some risk of dust
emissions [limited likelihood but depends on use]
11. To manage waste | (+ve) Minimise High--medium-How-/ | (+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help move (+) Reduced need to identify sites | Policy 3 of the draft
sustainability, waste generation; ne-effect/ depends on | waste up the Waste Hierarchy and would help ensure that for landfill within the Plan area or | NLWP will ensure that
maximise self- use

sufficiency in the
management of
waste, minimise
production of waste
and increase re-use,
recycling and
recovery rates

promote
sustainable waste
management; help
to move
management up
the Waste
Hierarchy

there are sufficient waste management facilities to meet the
Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would therefore help divert
waste from landfill. As such, it has the potential to have a
positive impact on the objective. The extent to which a waste
management facility in the area would move waste up the
Waste Hierarchy, and by extension the degree of impact on
the objective, would depend on the type of facility. Policy 3 of
the draft NLWP does however specify that waste management
development in this area should result in highest practicable
level of recycling and recovery materials in line with the
principles of the Waste Hierarchy.

use existing landfills outside it.

any waste management
facility in the area
results in highest
practicable level of
recycling and recovery
materials in line with the
principles of the Waste
Hierarchy.
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12. To ensure
efficient use of land
and natural resources
and the sustainable
use of existing
resources

(+ve) Use of
previously
developed
buildings / land;
incorporate or
encourage water
efficiency

(-ve) Effect on
water demand

High-Fmedivm-How-/
no-effect! depends on
use

(+)The area comprises predominantly of previously developed
land and directing waste management facilities to this location
would therefore help ensure the efficient use of land
[inevitable].

(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help move
waste up the Waste Hierarchy and would help promote the
reuse and recycling of waste thereby contributing to the
efficient and sustainable use of resources. The extent to
which the use of the area for waste management would move
waste up the Waste Hierarchy would however depend on the
type of waste management facility that would be located in the
area [depends on use].

(?) Effect on water demand is uncertain and would depend on
the type of waste management facility [depends on use].

(+) Reduced need to identify sites
for landfill within the Plan area or
use existing landfills outside it.

13. To encourage
sustainable economic
growth, exploit the
growth potential of
business sectors and
improve productivity
and competitiveness
of local waste
industry

(+ve) Encourage
local economic
growth thro’
provision of
adequate waste
facilities; enable
new and
innovative waste
management
technologies;
scope to diversify
local waste sector;
promotion of
waste
minimisation; help
to maximise value
recovery

High+ medium Heow-/
no-effect/ dependson

use

(+) The use of the area for waste management would
encourage local economic growth through the provision of
adequate waste facilities and would provide scope to diversify
local waste sector and could help maximise value recovery.

14. To reduce
economic disparities,
unemployment and
deprivation

(+ve) Support for
(and creation of) a
broad range of
employment
opportunities

High-L-medium-/ low /

(?) The use of the area for waste management could create
employment opportunities and contribute towards reducing
unemployment. Nevertheless, the number of new employment
opportunities that would be created would depend on the
nature of the facility and whether it is occupied by a new
venture rather than the expansion/re-location of an existing
business.

In addition, the area appears to be largely occupied. As a
result, the provision of a waste management facility in the
area may result in the displacement of an existing
employment use. The impact on the objective is therefore
considered to be uncertain.

Secondary impacts on
deprivation.
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Summary of Assessment

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help move waste up the Waste Hierarchy
and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to
have a positive effect on the objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and ensuring the efficient use of land and resources. It would also result in development being directed to
areas at a low risk of flooding and could therefore have a positive impact on the objective of reducing flood risk.

The proximity to sensitive receptors does however mean that there is the potential for a facility in this area to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. Enforcing appropriate controls through planning conditions and
environmental permitting are therefore likely to be key mitigation measures. Depending on which part of the area is developed, directing waste management development to this location could result in the loss of green infrastructure
features and have a negative effect on the objectives that relate to green infrastructure and adapting to climate change. Incorporating appropriate boundary treatments / landscaping are likely to be important mitigation measures. The
proposed allocation would have an uncertain impact on the objectives that relate to sustainable transport, townscape character, flood risk, climate change, reducing unemployment and protecting air, water and soil quality.
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Site name: Brunswick Industrial Park Site reference: A03-BA Date of visit: 11™ August 2014 [pm] Assessor: JM/MM/JE
25" August 2018 CW/ MH
A e e amewo P ane e aracte 0 pa Additiona pa
A ODbjle e aluatlio allo elrta ale O ore econda a e A e ope o ore
erla erg 0atlio
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect people’s | (-ve) Amenity X | Hightmedium-Hew/ | () The area is immediately bordered by housing on all sides. | Secondary impacts on quality of | Allocate area for
health, communities | impacts from dust, no-effect/ depends on | Ag a result, there are sensitive receptors within the vicinity. life and perceptions of the area. enclosed waste uses -
and local particulates, noise, use only and enforce
?:rré\%r?r?énaedn\jzlrg:allty :r?qg:i?n' visual The area is occupied by existing industrial uses, including Development of waste appropriate controls
y, light e " . through planning
effects of waste - existing waste management facilities. However, depending management facilities in the area Y
pollution conditions and
mana on the use, there could be some scope for a waste could generate cumulative -
gement i , _ environmental
management facility to introduce new impacts (such as impacts alongside existing ermittin
odour, vermin, etc.) on amenity. There could also be some employment uses in the vicinity. P g
increase in dust and emissions from traffic accessing the
area which could impact on amenity, particularly as the area
is accessed through residential areas. It is however uncertain
whether a waste facility would generate more traffic/dust than
existing industrial uses in the area and conditions could be
used to mitigate other impacts. The extent to which a facility
would impact on amenity could also depend on which part of
the area it is located on.
2. To maintain green (+ve/-ve) Impact N/A High-+medium-Heow-/ (0) The area is an existing trading/industrial estate. It is not
infrastructure and on open space no effect /depends-en | |ocated within Metropolitan Open Land and does not contain 0
open space (-ve) reduction of use any areas of green/open space.
public access;
effect on green
infrastructure
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce X | High--medism-£low/ | (-) The area is not located in close proximity to a navigable Secondary impact on greenhouse
sustainable modes of | distance waste ne-effect/depends-on | waterway, wharf or railway. As such, any facility is likely to be | gas emissions from the transport ?
transport, reduce the | travels; reduce use reliant upon transporting waste by road. sector and air quality.
need to travel and waste-related
improve choice of carflorry trips; (+) Any waste facility delivered in the area could however
more sustainable increase use of reduce the need for waste to be transported outside of the
transport modes sustainable Plan area. This could have a positive impact on the element
transport of the objective that relates to reducing the need to travel.
(+vel-ve) Impact However, there is a low level of certainty of this impact as the
on road_ source of waste arising is unknown and may originate from
congestion outside the plan area.
4. To conserve and (-ve) Impact on N/A High-I-medium-Hew-/ | (0) The area is an existing industrial/trading estate and there
enhance the historic | heritage assets; no effect /depends-on | are no designated heritage assets or locally listed buildings 0
use

environment, heritage
assets and their
settings

impact on settings

within or adjacent to it. As a result, directing waste
management facilities to this area is unlikely to have a
significant impact on the objective.
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5. To maintain and
enhance the quality
and character of
North London’s
townscapes and
landscapes

(+ve) Will
development be
sympathetic
(+ve/-ve) Impact
on landscape /
townscape
character

(-ve) Openness of
Green Belt; effect
on open space

N/A

- ; I
no effect depends-on

use

(0) The area is not within the Green Belt, Ancient Woodland
or an area designated for its landscape value. There is an
area of Metropolitan Open Land to the north but this is
separated from the area by housing. As a result, a waste
facility in the area is unlikely to impact on the character of
this open space, particularly as the area is an existing
trading/industrial estate

(0) The area is in an existing industrial estate and if it is
developed for waste management it is likely to accommodate
structures similar to those around it. As a result, it is unlikely
to have a significant impact on the character of the local
townscape provided that the facility is housed in structures
similar in scale and design to those already on the estate.

6. To maintain, (+ve) Scope for High--medium-Hew-/ | (0) The area is not part of an internationally designated site Allocate site for enclosed
protect and enhance | habitat creation or no effect /depenrds-oen | or located within a SSSI. Whilst a Borough SINC lies 25m waste uses only and
biodiversity, restoration duse north of the area, it is separated by housing. As a result, a enforce appropriate
protected species, (-ve) Impact on waste facility in this area is unlikely to impact on this SINC, controls through planning
habitats, geodiversity [ nationally particularly as the area is an existing trading/industrial conditions and
and features of protected species estate, unless there is airborne pollution. environmental permitting.
geO|Ogical interest /hab|tat5, impact

on or loss of BAP (?) Although the area is an existing industrial estate, in the

priority habitats absence of appropriate ecological surveys it is not known

and species whether the area contains any protected species or habitats

or whether there is any scope for habitat creation.

7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance High-medium-+ low/ | (0) The area is entirely within Flood Zone 1 and is therefore Incorporate SuDS or
manage flood risk of inappropriate no-effect/-depends-en | considered to be at a low risk of flooding from rivers or the other appropriate

dev’'ment in flood duse sea.

risk areas; reduce
flood risk through
SuDS / other
measures

(-ve) Exacerbate
vulnerability to
flooding

(-) Parts of the area are at a high risk of surface water
flooding. However, as the site is already developed, it is
uncertain whether directing waste facilities to this area would
increase the proportion of the site that is covered by
impermeable surfaces or exacerbate surface water flooding.

(+) The development of a waste management facility in the
area may provide opportunities to manage the risk of surface
water flooding through the use of SuDS or other appropriate
techniques.

techniques to manage
surface water runoff.
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8. To adapt to, and

(+ve) Reduction of

High-Lmedium- low /

(0) The use of the area for a waste facility would be unlikely

Incorporate SuDS or

reduce the impacts of | vulnerability to no-effect-depends-on | to result in the loss of green infrastructure or any other other techniques to
climate change climate change use features that could help alleviate the impacts of higher manage surface water
events summer temperatures expected as a result of climate runoff.
change.
(-) Parts of the area are at a high risk of surface water
flooding. However, as the area is already developed, it is
uncertain whether the use of the site for a waste facility
would increase the proportion of the site that is covered by
impermeable surfaces and whether it would exacerbate
surface water flooding.
(+) The development of a waste management facility in the
area may provide opportunities to manage the risk of surface
water flooding through the use of SuDS or other appropriate
techniques.
9. To reduce climate | (+ve) Reduce High-medism-Hew-/ | (+) The proposed function could contribute to reduced
change contributions, | waste- related ne-effect depends on | emissions provided the site serves a relatively localised
promote energy carl/lorry trips; use catchment and helps to raise recycling and/or recovery rates
efficiency and increase thereby reducing the proportion of waste going to landfill and
increase use of sustainable associated methane emissions [quite likely, but depends on
energy from transport use waste use]
sustainable sources (+ve/-ve) Impact
on greenhogse (?) There is little apparent scope for waste to be transported
gas generation to the site by sustainable modes of transport. As such, any
facility is likely to be reliant upon transporting waste by road.
Nevertheless, any facility could help ensure that North
London’s waste is managed close to its source thereby
reducing ‘waste miles’ and associated emissions. However,
there is limited certainty about this impact as the source of
waste arisings is unknown and may originate from outside
the plan area.
10. To protect and (+ve) High--medivm-Hew-/ | (?)The site is previously developed land. It is not Any impact on air quality could Allocate area for
improve air, water Improvement of no-effect depends on | contaminated as defined under Part 2A of the Environmental | have secondary effects on health, | enclosed waste uses only
use

and soil quality

water quality;
support land
remediation
(+ve/-ve) Impact
on road
congestion

(-ve) Air quality
impact; impact on
soil quality;
groundwater
quality impact

Protection Act but may contain contamination that would
need to be remediated prior to re-development.

(-) The area is within a Source Protection Zone 1.

(?) The area is within an Air Quality Management Area but it
is not located in or close to an Air Quality Focus Area as
defined by GLA. Any proposed waste facility would generate
vehicular traffic which could impact on congestion and
adversely affect air quality. However, the extent of this
impact would depend on the nature of the proposed use and
whether it generated a greater volume of traffic than the
existing use. Scale of impact would also be dependent on
whether the facility handled locally-arising waste or served a
wider catchment.

(-) Depending on the use, there could be some risk of dust
emissions [limited likelihood but depends on use]

particularly amongst those who
suffer from respiratory illnesses.

Development of waste
management facilities in the area
could generate cumulative
impacts alongside existing
employment uses in the vicinity.

Ensure appropriate
measures are
incorporated to prevent
any contamination of
groundwater or adjacent
watercourses.

Negative air pressure and
rapid-closure doors on
any enclosed facility in
the area.

Dust suppression and
other measures such as
wheel-washing.
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11. To manage waste
sustainability,
maximise self-
sufficiency in the
management of
waste, minimise
production of waste
and increase re-use,
recycling and
recovery rates

(+ve) Minimise
waste generation;
promote
sustainable waste
management; help
to move
management up
the Waste
Hierarchy

High-Fmedivm-How-/
no-effect! depends on
use

(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help move
waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure that there
are sufficient waste management facilities to meet the
Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would therefore help divert
waste from landfill. As such, it has the potential to have a
positive impact on the objective. The extent to which a
waste management facility in the area would move waste up
the Waste Hierarchy, and by extension the degree of impact
on the objective, would dependent on the type of facility that
would be located in the area. Policy 3 of the draft NLWP
does however specify that waste management development
in this area should result in highest practicable level of
recycling and recovery materials in line with the principles of
the Waste Hierarchy.

(+) Reduced need to identify sites
for landfill within the Plan area or
use existing landfills outside it.

Policy 3 of the draft NLWP
will ensure that any waste
management facility in the
area results in highest
practicable level of
recycling and recovery
materials in line with the
principles of the Waste
Hierarchy.

12. To ensure
efficient use of land
and natural resources
and the sustainable
use of existing
resources

(+ve) Use of
previously
developed
buildings / land;
incorporate or
encourage water
efficiency

(-ve) Effect on
water demand

High--medivm-How/
no-effect! depends on
use

(+) The area comprises entirely of previously developed
land and directing waste management facilities to this
location would therefore help ensure the efficient use of land
[inevitable].

(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help move
waste up the Waste Hierarchy and would help promote the
reuse and recycling of waste thereby contributing to the
efficient and sustainable use of resources. The extent to
which the use of the area for waste management would
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy would however depend
on the type of facility [depends on use].

(?) Effect on water demand is uncertain and would depend
on the type of waste management facility [depends on use].

(+) Reduced need to identify sites
for landfill within the Plan area or
use existing landfills outside it.

13. To encourage
sustainable economic
growth, exploit the
growth potential of
business sectors and
improve productivity
and competitiveness
of local waste
industry

(+ve) Encourage
local economic
growth thro’
provision of
adequate waste
facilities; enable
new and
innovative waste
management
technologies;
scope to diversify
local waste sector;
promotion of
waste
minimisation; help
to maximise value
recovery

High+ medium Heow-/
no-effect/ dependson

use

(+) The use of the area for waste management would
encourage local economic growth through the provision of
adequate waste facilities and would provide scope to
diversify local waste sector and could help maximise value
recovery.
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14. To reduce (+ve) Support for X | High-+medium-/ low/ | (?) The use of the area for waste management could create | Secondary impacts on
economic disparities, | (and creation of) a no-effect-depends-on | employment opportunities and contribute towards reducing | deprivation. ?
unemployment and broad range of use unemployment. Nevertheless, the number of new
deprivation employment employment opportunities that would be created would
opportunities depend on the nature of the facility and whether it is

occupied by a new venture rather than the expansion/re-
location of an existing business.

In addition, the area appears to be largely occupied. As a
result, the provision of a waste management facility in the
area may result in the displacement of an existing
employment use. The impact on the objective is therefore
considered to be uncertain.

Summary of Assessment

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help move waste up the Waste Hierarchy
and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to
have a positive effect on the objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and ensuring the efficient use of land and resources.

The proximity to sensitive receptors does however mean that there is the potential for a facility in this area to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. There could also be a negative impact on the objective of
protecting air, water and soil quality. The extent of impact on this objective would be dependent on the nature of the proposed waste management facility but the use of measures such as negative air pressure and rapid-closure doors on
any enclosed facility could help mitigate impacts. The proposed allocation would have an uncertain impact on the objectives that relate to sustainable transport, biodiversity; flood risk, climate change and unemployment.
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Mill Hill Industrial Estate Site reference: A04-BA Date of visit: JM/MM
13™ August 2014 [am] CW /MH
25" June 2018
A e e ewo Pe ane aracte 0 pa Addltiona pa
A ODje e aluatio Duratio erta ale o oF econda a e a e ope o gatio
erla erg
0-5 yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect people’s | (-ve) Amenity X (-) The area is immediately adjacent to residential Secondary impacts on quality of | Allocate site for enclosed
health, communities impacts from he-effeet/ depends properties lying to the north of the site. As a result, there life and perceptions of the area. waste uses only and enforce
and local dust, particulates, onuse are sensitive receptors within the vicinity. appropriate controls through
fenwrtsr?medntal quality np|se|, wbraty:m, Development of waste plar)nlng cort1d||t|ons ?{ld
erf?g(]:ts (;faw\;t;;ze ?ills#ta gﬂteig:qy’ The area is occupied by existing industrial uses. However, | management facilities in the area environmentat permitiing.
management ghtp depending on the use, there could be some scope for a could generate cumulative
g waste management facility to introduce new impacts (such | impacts alongside existing
as odour, vermin, etc.) on amenity. There could also be employment uses in the vicinity.
some increase in dust and emissions from traffic accessing
the area. It is however uncertain whether a waste facility
would generate more traffic/dust than existing industrial
uses in the area and conditions could be used to mitigate
other impacts.
2. To maintain green (+ve/-ve) Impact N/A High-+medium-Heow-/ (0) The area is an existing trading/industrial estate. It is not
infrastructure and on open space no effect ~depends | |ocated within Metropolitan Open Land and does not
open space (-ve) reduction of entuse contain any areas of green/open space.
public access;
effect on green
infrastructure
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce X | High--medium-£ low / | () The area is not located in close proximity to a navigable | Secondary impact on greenhouse
sustainable modes of | distance waste neo-effect/depends | waterway or wharf. Although there is a railway line to the gas emissions from the transport
transport, reduce the travels; reduce endse west, it is separated from the area by the M1 and there are | sector.
need to travel and waste-related no sidings at this location. As such, any waste management
improve choice of car/lorry trips; facility in this area is likely to be reliant upon transporting
more sustainable increase use of waste by road.
transport modes sustainable
transport (+) Any waste facility delivered in the area could however
(+ve/-ve) Impact reduce the need for waste to be transported outside of the
on road_ Plan area. This could have a positive impact on the element
congestion of the objective that relates to reducing the need to travel.
However, there is a low level of certainty of this impact as
the source of waste arising is unknown and may originate
from outside the plan area.
4.To conserve and (-ve) Impact on N/A High-/medium-How-/ | (0) The area is an existing industrial/trading estate and
enhance the historic | heritage assets; no effect /depends | there are no designated heritage assets or locally listed
on-use

environment, heritage
assets and their
settings

impact on settings

buildings within or adjacent to it. As a result, directing waste
management facilities to this area is unlikely to have a
significant impact on the objective.
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5. To maintain and
enhance the quality

(+ve) Will
development be

N/A

ol ,
no effect depends

(0) The area is not within the Green Belt or Ancient
Woodland. It is not within or adjacent to any area

and character of North | sympathetic onuse designated for its local landscape importance.
London’s townscapes (+ve/-ve) Impact
and landscapes on landscape / (0) The area is in an existing industrial estate and if it is
townscape developed for waste management it is likely to
character accommodate structures similar to those around it. As a
(-ve) Openness of result, it is unlikely to have a significant impact on the
Green Belt; effect character of the local townscape provided that the facility is
on open space housed in structures similar in scale and design to those
already on the estate.
6. To maintain, protect | (+ve) Scope for High--medium-/ low / | (0) The area is not part of an internationally designated site Any planning application
and enhance habitat creation or neo-effect/depends | or located within a SSSI. It is also not within or adjacent to a would, if necessary, be
biodiversity, protected | restoration entse Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) accompanied by a suitable
species, habitats, (-ve) Impact on assessment of the ecological
geodiversity and nationally (?) Although the area is an existing industrial estate, in the value of the site/surrounding
features of geological | protected species absence of appropriate ecological surveys it is not known area and the impact of the
Interest / habitats; impact whether the area contains any protected species or habitats proposed use on this
on or loss of BAP or whether there is any scope for habitat creation. ecological value.
priority habitats
and species
7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance High-/medism-/ low / | (0) The area is entirely within Flood Zone 1 and is therefore Incorporate SuDS or other
manage flood risk of inappropriate no-effect/depends considered to be at a low risk of flooding from rivers or the appropriate techniques to
dev’'ment in flood endse sea. manage surface water runoff.
risk areas; reduce
flood risk through (-) Parts of the area are at a high risk of surface water
SuDS / other flooding. However, as the site is already developed, it is
measures uncertain whether directing waste facilities to this area
would increase the proportion of the site that is covered by
(-ve) Exacerbate impermeable surfaces or exacerbate surface water
vulnerability to flooding.
flooding
(+) The development of a waste management facility in the
area may provide opportunities to manage the risk of
surface water flooding through the use of SuDS or other
appropriate techniques.
8. To adapt to, and (+ve) Reduction High--medism-/ low / | (0) The use of the area for a waste facility would be unlikely Incorporate SuDS or other
reduce the impacts of | of vulnerability to no-effect/depends to result in the loss of green infrastructure or any other appropriate techniques to
onuse

climate change

climate change
events

features that could help alleviate the impacts of higher
summer temperatures expected as a result of climate
change.

(-) Parts of the area are at a high risk of surface water
flooding. However, as the area is already developed, it is
uncertain whether the use of the site for a waste facility
would increase the proportion of the site that is covered by
impermeable surfaces and whether it would exacerbate
surface water flooding.

(+) The development of a waste management facility in the
area may provide opportunities to manage the risk of
surface water flooding through the use of SuDS or other
appropriate techniques.

manage surface water runoff.
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9. To reduce climate

(+ve) Reduce

(+) The proposed function could contribute to reduced

change contributions, | waste- related neo-effect/ depends | emissions provided the site serves a relatively localised
promote energy car/lorry trips; on use catchment and helps to raise recycling and/or recovery
efficiency and increase rates thereby reducing the proportion of waste going to
increase use of sustainable landfill and associated methane emissions [quite likely, but
energy from transport use depends on waste use]
sustainable sources (+ve/-ve) Impact
on greenhOL_Jse (?) There is little apparent scope for waste to be transported
gas generation to the site by sustainable modes of transport. As such, any
facility is likely to be reliant upon transporting waste by
road. Nevertheless, any facility could help ensure that North
London’s waste is managed close to its source thereby
reducing ‘waste miles’ and associated emissions. However,
there is limited certainty about this impact as the source of
waste arisings is unknown and may originate from outside
the plan area.
10. To protect and (+ve) (?)The site is previously developed land. It is not Development of the site would Allocate area for enclosed
improve air, water Improvement of ne-effeet/ depends contaminated as defined under Part 2A of the generate cumulative impacts on waste uses only
and soil quality water quality; on use Environmental Protection Act but may contain air quality alongside M1.
support Ignd contamination that Woulq need to be remediatepl prior to re- Negative air pressure and
remediation de.vellopment.l The area is also not Wlthln or adjacent to a Any impact on air quality could rapid-closure doors on any
(+ve/-ve) Impact Principal Aquifers or Source Protection Zones 1 and 2. have secondary effects on health, | enclosed facility in the area.
on road. particularly amongst those who
congesﬁon . .(?.) The area is \(vithin an Air Qualit.y Management Area but suffer from respiratory illnesses. Dust suppression and other
(-ve) Alr'quahty itis not located in or close to an Air Quath Focus Area as measures such as wheel-
impact; impact on defined by GLA. Any proposed waste facility would washing.
soil quality; generate vehicular traffic which could impact on congestion
groundwater and adversely affect air quality. However, the extent of this
quality impact impact would depend on the proposed use and whether it
generated a greater volume of traffic than the existing use.
Scale of impact would also be dependent on whether the
facility handled locally-arising waste or served a wider
catchment.
(-) Depending on the use, there could be some risk of dust
emissions [limited likelihood but depends on use]
11. To manage waste | (+ve) Minimise (+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help move | (+) Reduced need to identify sites | Policy 3 of the draft NLWP will
sustainability, waste generation; no-effeet/ depends waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure that there for landfill within the Plan area or | ensure that any waste
maximise self- on use are sufficient waste management facilities to meet the use existing landfills outside it. management facility in the

sufficiency in the
management of
waste, minimise
production of waste
and increase re-use,
recycling and
recovery rates

promote
sustainable waste
management; help
to move
management up
the Waste
Hierarchy

Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would therefore help divert
waste from landfill. As such, it has the potential to have a
positive impact on the objective. The extent to which a
waste management facility in the area would move waste
up the Waste Hierarchy, and by extension the degree of
impact on the objective, would dependent on the type of
facility that would be located in the area. Policy 3 of the
draft NLWP does however specify that waste management
development in this area should result in highest practicable
level of recycling and recovery materials in line with the
principles of the Waste Hierarchy.

area results in highest
practicable level of recycling
and recovery materials in line
with the principles of the
Waste Hierarchy.
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12. To ensure efficient | (+ve) Use of (+) The area comprises entirely of previously developed (+) Reduced need to identify sites
use of land and previously ne-effect depends land and directing waste management facilities to this for landfill within the Plan area or
natural resources and | developed on use location would therefore help ensure the efficient use of use existing landfills outside it.
the sustainable use of | buildings / land,; land [inevitable].
existing resources incorporate or
encourage water (+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help move
efficiency waste up the Waste Hierarchy and would help promote the
(-ve) Effect on reuse and recycling of waste thereby contributing to the
water demand efficient and sustainable use of resources. The extent to
which the use of the area for waste management would
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy would however
depend on the type of facility [depends on use].
(?) Effect on water demand is uncertain and would depend
on the type of waste management facility [depends on use].
13. To encourage (+ve) Encourage High/ medium Hew-/ | (+) The use of the area for waste management would
sustainable economic | local economic no-effect/depends | encourage local economic growth through the provision of
growth, exploit the growth thro’ onuse adequate waste facilities and would provide scope to
growth potential of provision of diversify local waste sector and could help maximise value
business sectors and | adequate waste recovery.
improve productivity | facilities; enable
and competitiveness | new and
of local waste innovative waste
industry management
technologies;
scope to diversify
local waste sector;
promotion of
waste
minimisation; help
to maximise value
recovery
14. To reduce (+ve) Support for High-I-medium-/ low/ | (?) The use of the area for waste management could create | Secondary impacts on
economic disparities, | (and creation of) a no-effect/depends | employment opportunities and contribute towards reducing | deprivation.
unemployment and broad range of endse unemployment. Nevertheless, the number of new
deprivation employment employment opportunities that would be created would
opportunities depend on the nature of the facility and whether it is
occupied by a new venture rather than the expansion/re-
location of an existing business.
In addition, the area appears to be largely occupied. As a
result, the provision of a waste management facility in the
area may result in the displacement of an existing
employment use. The impact on the objective is therefore
considered to be uncertain.

/G¢ abed

Summary of Assessment

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and
help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to have a
positive effect on the objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and ensuring the efficient use of land and resources.

The proximity to sensitive receptors does however mean that there is the potential for a facility in this area to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. The proposed allocation would have an uncertain impact on
several objectives, including those which relate to sustainable transport, biodiversity, flood risk, climate change, unemployment and protecting air, water and soil quality.
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Connaught Business Centre Site reference: AO05-BA Date of visit: 13 August 2014 [am] AT olem MM / M / JE
25" June 2018 cw
A e e amewo ane e aracte 0 pa Addltiona pa
A ODbjle e aluatlio atlo erta ale O Pa econda d e a e ope o gatio O
erla elrg
0-5 yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect people’s | (-ve) Amenity X (-) The area is immediately adjacent to residential Secondary impacts on quality of | Allocate site for enclosed
health, communities | impacts from dust, no-effect/ depends | properties lying to the north and 20m east of the site. As a | life and perceptions of the area. waste uses only and enforce —
and local _ particulates, noise, on use result, there are sensitive receptors within the vicinity. appropriate controls through
ferré\g]r?;énaedntglrg:allty V|brat|'?n,|.v|ﬁt|al Development of waste plar)nlng con:dlltlons i{"d
v amenity, li . - . . Tt i environmental permitting.
", 19 The area is an existing trading/industrial estate. However, management facilities in the area P g
effects of waste pollution : . o could generate cumulative
management depending on the use, there is scope for a waste facility in _ 9 ) ol
this area to introduce new impacts (odour, vermin) on impacts alongside existing
amenity. There could also be some increase in dust and employment uses in the vicinity.
emissions from traffic accessing the area. It is however
uncertain whether a waste facility would generate more
traffic than the existing uses of the site and conditions could
be used to mitigate other impacts.
2. To maintain green | (+ve/-ve) Impact N/A High--medium-Hew-/ | (0) The area contains a range of employment and
infrastructure and on open space no effect /depends | commercial uses. It is not located within Metropolitan Open 0
open space (-ve) reduction of endse Land and does not contain any areas of green/open space.
public access; The proposed use of the area for waste facilities is
effect on green therefore unlikely to impact on open space or green
infrastructure infrastructure.
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce X | High-tmedium-/low/ | (.) The area is not located in close proximity to a navigable | Secondary impact on greenhouse
sustainable modes of | distance waste no-effect/depends | waterway or wharf. Although there is a railway line to the gas emissions from the transport ?
transport, reduce the | travels; reduce onuse east, it is separated from the area by residential properties | sector.
need to travel and waste-related and there are no sidings at this location. As such, any
improve choice of car/lorry trips; facility is likely to be reliant upon transporting waste by
more sustainable increase use of road.
transport modes sustainable
transport (+) Any waste facility delivered in the area could however
(+ve/-ve) Impact reduce the need for waste to be transported outside of the
on road_ Plan area. This could have a positive impact on the element
congestion of the objective that relates to reducing the need to travel.
However, there is a low level of certainty of this impact as
the source of waste arising is unknown and may originate
from outside the plan area.
4. To conserve and (-ve) Impact on N/A High-I-medium-Hew-/ | (0) The area is an existing industrial/trading estate and
enhance the historic | heritage assets; no effect ~depends | there are no designated heritage assets or locally listed 0
onuse

environment, heritage
assets and their
settings

impact on settings

buildings within or adjacent to it. As a result, directing waste
management facilities to this area is unlikely to have a
significant impact on the objective.
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5. To maintain and
enhance the quality
and character of
North London’s
townscapes and
landscapes

(+ve) Will
development be
sympathetic
(+ve/-ve) Impact
on landscape /
townscape
character

(-ve) Openness of
Green Belt; effect
on open space

N/A

ol ,
no effect depends

on-use

(0) The area is not within the Green Belt or Ancient
Woodland. It is not within or adjacent to any area
designated for its local landscape importance and does not
contain or adjoin any areas of public open space.

(0) The area comprises of existing industrial / employment
units. Directing waste management facilities to this location
is therefore unlikely to have a significant impact on the
townscape. The exact impact would however depend on
the use.

6. To maintain,
protect and enhance

(+ve) Scope for
habitat creation or

High-Lmedium- low /

(0) The area is not part of an internationally designated site
or located within a SSSI.

Any planning application
would, if necessary, be

biodiversity, restoration enuse accompanied by a suitable
protected species, (-ve) Impact on (-) Silk Stream, a Borough Site of Importance for Nature assessment of the ecological
habitats, geodiversity | nationally Conservation (SINC), is adjacent to the area. A waste value of the site/surrounding
and features of protected species / management facility in the area could introduce new area and the impact of the
geological interest habitats; impact on impacts and adversely affect this feature. It is however proposed use on this
or loss of BAP recognised that, in the absence of appropriate ecological ecological value.
priority habitats surveys, there is only a limited level of certainty about any
and species such impact. In addition, it is acknowledged that the Implement appropriate
likelihood of any impact could also depend on which part of measures to improve the
the area any waste management facility was located in. biodiversity value of the site.
(?) Although the area is an existing industrial estate, in the
absence of appropriate ecological surveys it is not known
whether the area contains any protected species or habitats
or whether there is any scope for habitat creation.
7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance of High-/ medium Hew-/ | (- .) The area is within Flood Zone 2 and 3. As such, any Any planning application
manage flood risk inappropriate no-effect/depends | waste facility directed to this location would be at a would, if necessary, be
dev'ment in flood entse

risk areas; reduce
flood risk through
SuDS / other
measures

(-ve) Exacerbate
vulnerability to
flooding

medium/high risk of flooding.

(-) Parts of the area are at a high risk of surface water
flooding. However, as the area is already developed, it is
uncertain whether directing waste facilities to this area
would increase the proportion of the area that is covered by
impermeable surfaces or exacerbate surface water
flooding.

(+) The development of a waste management facility in the
area may provide opportunities to manage the risk of
surface water flooding through the use of SuDS or other
appropriate techniques.

accompanied by a suitable
Flood Risk Assessment.

Incorporate SuDS or other
techniques to manage surface
water runoff.

Application of the Sequential
Test.
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8. To adapt to, and

(+ve) Reduction of

High-/ medium How-/

(0) The use of the area for a waste facility would be unlikely

Incorporate SuDS or other

reduce the impacts of | vulnerability to no-effect/-depends to result in the loss of green infrastructure or any other technigues to manage surface
climate change climate change onuse features that could help alleviate the impacts of higher water runoff.
events summer temperatures expected as a result of climate
change.
(- -) The area is within Flood Zone 2 and 3. As such, any
waste facility directed to this location would be at a
medium/high risk of flooding. Parts of the area are also at a
high risk of surface water flooding. Climate change is likely
to exacerbate flood risk.
9. To reduce climate (+ve) Reduce (+) The proposed function could contribute to reduced
change contributions, | waste- related no-effect/ depends | emissions provided the site serves a relatively localised
promote energy car/lorry trips; on use catchment and helps to raise recycling and/or recovery
efficiency and increase rates thereby reducing the proportion of waste going to
increase use of sustainable landfill and associated methane emissions [quite likely, but
energy from transport use depends on waste use]
sustainable sources (+ve/-ve) Impact
on greenhoqse (?) There is little apparent scope for waste to be transported
gas generation to the site by sustainable modes of transport. As such, any
facility is likely to be reliant upon transporting waste by
road. Nevertheless, any facility could help ensure that North
London’s waste is managed close to its source thereby
reducing ‘waste miles’ and associated emissions. However,
there is limited certainty about this impact as the source of
waste arisings is unknown and may originate from outside
the plan area.
10. To protect and (+ve) Improvement (?)The site is previously developed land. It is not Any impact on air quality could Allocate area for enclosed
improve air, water of water quality; no-effect/ depends | contaminated as defined under Part 2A of the have secondary effects on health, | waste uses only
on use

and soil quality

support land
remediation
(+ve/-ve) Impact
on road
congestion

(-ve) Air quality
impact; impact on
soil quality;
groundwater
quality impact

Environmental Protection Act but may contain
contamination that would need to be remediated prior to re-
development.

(-)The area is adjacent to Silk Stream and development in
this area has the potential to impact the quality of this water
course. Due to the area being at risk of flooding there is a
potential risk of contamination of the adjacent watercourse
as a result of future flood events even if development is
restricted to enclosed waste facilities and on-site drainage
measures (e.qg. oil filters, silt traps) are installed.

(?) The area is within an Air Quality Management Area but
it is not located in or close to an Air Quality Focus Area as
defined by GLA. Any proposed waste facility would
generate vehicular traffic which could impact on congestion
and adversely affect air quality. However, the extent of this
impact would depend on the proposed use and whether it
generated a greater volume of traffic than the existing use.
Scale of impact would also be dependent on whether the
facility handled locally-arising waste or served a wider
catchment.

(-) Depending on the use, there could be some risk of dust
emissions [limited likelihood but depends on use]

particularly amongst those who
suffer from respiratory illnesses.

Development of waste
management facilities in the area
could generate cumulative
impacts alongside existing
employment uses in the vicinity.

Ensure appropriate measures
are incorporated to prevent
any contamination of adjacent
watercourses.

Negative air pressure and
rapid-closure doors on any
enclosed facility in the area.

Dust suppression and other
measures such as wheel-
washing.
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11. To manage waste
sustainability,
maximise self-
sufficiency in the
management of
waste, minimise
production of waste
and increase re-use,
recycling and
recovery rates

(+ve) Minimise
waste generation;
promote
sustainable waste
management; help
to move
management up
the Waste
Hierarchy

no-effect! depends
on use

(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help move
waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure that there
are sufficient waste management facilities to meet the

Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would therefore help divert
waste from landfill. As such, it has the potential to have a
positive impact on the objective. The extent to which a
waste management facility in the area would move waste
up the Waste Hierarchy, and by extension the degree of
impact on the objective, would dependent on the type of
facility that would be located in the area. Policy 3 of the
draft NLWP does however specify that waste management
development in this area should result in highest practicable
level of recycling and recovery materials in line with the
principles of the Waste Hierarchy.

(+) Reduced need to identify sites
for landfill within the Plan area or
use existing landfills outside it.

Policy 3 of the draft NLWP will
ensure that any waste
management facility in the
area results in highest
practicable level of recycling
and recovery materials in line
with the principles of the
Waste Hierarchy.

12. To ensure
efficient use of land
and natural resources
and the sustainable
use of existing
resources

(+ve) Use of
previously
developed
buildings / land;
incorporate or
encourage water
efficiency

(-ve) Effect on
water demand

no-effect! depends
on use

(+) The area comprises entirely of previously developed
land and directing waste management facilities to this
location would therefore help ensure the efficient use of

land [inevitable].

(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help move
waste up the Waste Hierarchy and would help promote the
reuse and recycling of waste thereby contributing to the
efficient and sustainable use of resources. The extent to
which the use of the area for waste management would
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy would however
depend on the type of facility [depends on use].

(?) Effect on water demand is uncertain and would depend
on the type of waste management facility [depends on use].

(+) Reduced need to identify sites
for landfill within the Plan area or
use existing landfills outside it.

13. To encourage
sustainable economic
growth, exploit the
growth potential of
business sectors and
improve productivity
and competitiveness
of local waste
industry

(+ve) Encourage
local economic
growth thro’
provision of
adequate waste
facilities; enable
new and
innovative waste
management
technologies;
scope to diversify
local waste sector;
promotion of
waste
minimisation; help
to maximise value
recovery

High-/ medium How
Fno-effect!

depends-on-use

(+) The use of the area for waste management would
encourage local economic growth through the provision of
adequate waste facilities and would provide scope to
diversify local waste sector and could help maximise value
recovery.
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14. To reduce (+ve) Support for X | High-tmedium-/ low | (?) The use of the area for waste management could create | Secondary impacts on
economic disparities, | (and creation of) a +no-effect/ employment opportunities and contribute towards reducing deprivation. ?
unemployment and broad range of depends-on-use unemployment. Nevertheless, the number of new
deprivation employment employment opportunities that would be created would
opportunities depend on the nature of the facility and whether it is occupied

by a new venture rather than the expansion/re-location of an
existing business.

In addition, the area appears to be largely occupied. As a
result, the provision of a waste management facility in the
area may result in the displacement of an existing
employment use. The impact on the objective is therefore
considered to be uncertain.

Summary of Assessment

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and
help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to have a
positive effect on the objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and ensuring the efficient use of land and resources.

The proximity to sensitive receptors does however mean that there is the potential for a facility in this area to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. Enforcing appropriate controls through planning conditions and
environmental permitting are therefore likely to be key mitigation measures. Due to the proximity of the area to a designated SINC, the proposed allocation could have a negative effect on the objective of protecting biodiversity.
Undertaking appropriate ecological surveys and implementing appropriate measures to improve the biodiversity value of the site are likely to be important mitigation measures. There could also be a negative impact on the objective of
protecting air, water and soil quality. The extent of impact on this objective would be dependent on the nature of the proposed waste management facility but the use of measures such as negative air pressure and rapid-closure doors on
any enclosed facility could help mitigate impacts. In addition, as parts of the area are at a medium/high risk of flooding, the proposed allocation would also have a significant negative impact on the objectives that relate to reducing flood
risk and adapting to climate change. The completion of a suitable Flood Risk Assessment, application of the Sequential Test and the incorporation of SuDS or other techniques to manage surface water runoff will be key mitigation
measures.

The proposed allocation could also have an uncertain impact on the objectives relating to sustainable transport and reducing contributions to climate change.
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Eley’'s Estate

Al12-EN

Site reference:

Date of visit:

11 August 2014 [pm]
25" June 2018

MM / IM
CW/ MH

Assessor:

A e e amewo P ane e aracte 0 pa Addltiona pa
A ODbje e aluatlio erla allo eria ale O pDa econda d e a e ope o
aro gatio
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect people’s | (-ve) Amenity impacts X | High-tmedium-Hew/ | (?) Residential properties lie 50m west of the north Secondary impacts on quality of life | Enforce appropriate
health, communities | from dust, ne-effect/ depends on | western corner of the site and new residential and perceptions of the area. controls through planning
and local particulates, noise, use development is proposed to the south of the site as part of conditions and
environmental quality | vibration, visual the Meridian Water development. However, given the size | environmental permitting.
o i pment of a waste
from the adverse amenity, light pollution of the area, waste management development could management facility in the area
effects of waste potentially take place in a part of the area that is a couldg enerate cunzlulative impacts | Ensure that only enclosed
management significant distance from these residential properties which alon s%de existin | pt facilit q y lobed i
could avoid impact on amenity. g ISting employmen aciiities are developed In
uses in the vicinity. the parts of the area that
are adjacent to sensitive
The area is an existing industrial estate. However, receptors.
depending on the use, there could be some scope for a
waste facility to introduce new impacts (odour, vermin) on
amenity. However, there are existing waste uses in the
area and it is uncertain whether a new waste facility would
generate more traffic than existing uses. Conditions could
also be used to mitigate other impacts.
2. To maintain green | (+ve/-ve) Impact on N/A High--medium-Hew-/ | (0) The Green Belt and Lee Valley Regional Park is
infrastructure and open space no effect /depends-en | |ocated to the east. However, the area is already in use
open space (-ve) reduction of use as an industrial estate and there are existing waste
public access; effect management facilities on the site. Therefore, directing
on green waste management facilities to this area is unlikely to
infrastructure have a significant impact upon the objective.
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce distance X High--medium-+ low/ | (-) The River Lee Navigation runs adjacent to the east of | Secondary impact on greenhouse
sustainable modes of | waste travels; reduce no-effect-depends-on | the area and could potentially be used to transport waste. | gas emissions from the transport
transport, reduce the | waste-related car/lorry use However, for a facility to make use of this feature it would | sector.
need to travel and trips; increase use of need to be on the eastern boundary of the area and a
improve choice of sustainable transport wharf would need to be established. A railway line runs
more sustainable (+ve/-ve) Impact on adjacent to the west of the area however there are no
transport modes road congestion sidings at this location. Consequently, any facility is likely
to be reliant upon transporting waste by road.
(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area could however
reduce the need for waste to be transported outside of the
Plan area. This could have a positive impact on the
element of the objective that relates to reducing the need
to travel. However, there is a low level of certainty of this
impact as the source of waste arisings is unknown and
may originate from outside the plan area.
(+) There are existing waste management facilities in the
area. Consequently, the opportunities for co-location could
result in some transport-related savings.
4. To conserve and (-ve) Impact on N/A High--medium-Hew-/ | (0) The area is an existing industrial/trading estate. The
enhance the historic | heritage assets; no effect /depends-en | main archaeological constraints include the settings of
use
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A e e a ewo alne e al a e O ore
A ODbje e aluatlo erla allo eria ale O pDa a e ope o
gatltlio
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
environment, heritage | impact on settings Chingford Mill pumping station (grade 1) and the Montagu
assets and their Road cemeteries conservation area. However, it is not
settings anticipated to have a significant impact on the objective.
5. To maintain and (+ve) Will N/A High--medium-Hew-/ | (0) The area is not within the Green Belt or Ancient
enhance the quality development be no effect /depenrds-en | Woodland. It is not designated for its local landscape
and character of sympathetic duse importance and does not contain any areas of public open
North London’s (+vel-ve) Impact on space. The Green Belt, Lee Valley Regional Park, and
townscapes and landscape / Area d Special Character are located to the east of the
landscapes townscape character site. Nevertheless, the area is an industrial area which
(-ve) Openness of contains existing waste uses. As such, directing waste
Green Belt: effect on management facilities to this area is unlikely to have a
open space significant impact on the character of the local
townscape/landscape provided that the facility is housed
in structures similar in scale and design to those already
on the estate. The exact impact would however depend
on the nature of the facility.
6. To maintain, (+ve) Scope for X High--medium-+ low/ | (0) The area is not part of an internationally designated Any planning application
protect and enhance | habitat creation or no-effect-/-dependson | site or located within a SSSI. would, if necessary, be
biodiversity, restoration use accompanied by a suitable
protected species, (-ve) Impact on (-)The Lee Valley Metropolitan Site of Importance for assessment of the
habitats, geodiversity | nationally protected Nature Conservation (SINC) is adjacent to the eastern ecological value of the
and features of species / habitats; boundary of the area. Although the area is occupied by site/surrounding area and
geological interest impact on or loss of existing industrial uses, directing waste facilities to the the impact of the proposed
BAP priority habitats area could introduce new impacts on these features. Any use on this ecological
and species impact would however depend on the type of facility and value.
its location within the area. It is also recognised that, in the
absence of appropriate ecological surveys, there is only a Implement appropriate
limited level of certainty about any such impact. measures to improve the
biodiversity value of the
(?) Although the area is an existing trading / industrial site.
estate, it is not known whether it contains any protected
species or habitats or whether there is any scope for
habitat creation.
7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance of X | High#+ medium Hew- | (- .) The part of the area which is to the south and west of Any planning application
manage flood risk inappropriate no-effect/depends-en | Salmon’s Brook is largely within Flood Zones 2 and 3 and would, if necessary, be
dev’'ment in flood risk use the south east of the area is within a Flood Zone 2. As

areas; reduce flood
risk through SuDS /
other measures

(-ve) Exacerbate
vulnerability to
flooding

such, any waste facility directed to this location would be
at a medium/high risk of flooding.

accompanied by a suitable

Flood Risk Assessment.

Incorporate SuDS or other

techniques to manage
surface water runoff.

Application of the
Sequential Test.
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A Oble a

0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
8. To adapt to, and (+ve) Reduction of X | High#+ medium Hew-t | (0) The use of the area for an alternative waste facility Incorporate SuDS or other
reduce the impacts of | vulnerability to climate no-effect/depends-en | would be unlikely to result in the loss of green technigues to manage
climate change change events use infrastructure or any other features that could help surface water runoff.
alleviate the impacts of higher summer temperatures
expected as a result of climate change.
(- -) The part of the area which is to the south and west of
Salmon’s Brook is largely within Flood Zones 2 and 3 and
the south east of the area is within a Flood Zone 2. As
such, any waste facility directed to this location would be
at a medium/high risk of flooding.
9. To reduce climate | (+ve) Reduce waste- X | High-tmedium-Hew/ | (+) The proposed function could contribute to reduced
change contributions, | related car/lorry trips; ne-effeet/ depends on | emissions provided the site serves a relatively localised
increase sustainable use

promote energy
efficiency and
increase use of
energy from
sustainable sources

transport use
(+vel-ve) Impact on
greenhouse gas
generation

catchment and helps to raise recycling and/or recovery
rates thereby reducing the proportion of waste going to
landfill and associated methane emissions [quite likely,
but depends on waste use]

(+) Development of the area could create an opportunity
to recover energy from waste, depending on the type of
facility developed. The area is identified by the GLA as an
opportunity area for Decentralised Energy and a proposed
District Heating transmission line runs along the eastern
edge of the site. [limited likelihood, but depends on waste
use]

(?) There is little apparent scope for waste to be
transported to the site by sustainable modes of transport.
As such, any facility is likely to be reliant upon transporting
waste by road. Nevertheless, any facility could help
ensure that North London’s waste is managed close to its
source thereby reducing ‘waste miles’ and associated
emissions. However, there is limited certainty about this
impact as the source of waste arisings is unknown and
may originate from outside the plan area.
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10. To protect and
improve air, water
and soil quality

(+ve) Improvement of
water quality; support
land remediation
(+ve/-ve) Impact on
road congestion

(-ve) Air quality
impact; impact on soil
quality; groundwater
quality impact

High-Fmedivm-How-/
no-effect! depends on
use

(?)The site is previously developed land. It is not
contaminated as defined under Part 2A of the
Environmental Protection Act but may contain
contamination that would need to be remediated prior to
re-development.

(-)The eastern half of the area lies over a Secondary A
Aquifer within the superficial deposits.The east and central
parts of the area are within Source Protection Zone 1 with
the remainder within Zone 2. Salmon’s Brook cuts through
the area and the River Lee Navigation is adjacent to it.
Due to the area being at risk of flooding there is a
potential risk of contamination of the adjacent watercourse
as a result of future flood events even if development is
restricted to enclosed waste facilities and on-site drainage
measures (e.g. oil filters, silt traps) are installed.

(?) The area is within an Air Quality Management Area but
it is not located in or close to an Air Quality Focus Area as
defined by GLA. Any proposed waste facility would
generate vehicular traffic which could impact on
congestion and adversely affect air quality.

However, the extent of this impact would depend on the
proposed use and whether it generated a greater volume
of traffic than the existing use. Scale of impact would also
be dependent on whether the facility handled locally-
arising waste or served a wider catchment.

(-) Depending on the use, there could be some risk of dust
emissions [limited likelihood but depends on use]

Any impact on air quality could
have secondary effects on health,
particularly amongst those who
suffer from respiratory illnesses.

Development of waste
management facilities in the area
could generate cumulative impacts
alongside existing employment
uses in the vicinity.

Allocate area for enclosed

waste uses only

Ensure appropriate

measures are incorporated

to prevent any
contamination of
groundwater or adjacent
watercourses.

Negative air pressure and
rapid-closure doors on any
enclosed facility in the area.

Dust suppression and other
measures such as wheel-

washing.

11. To manage waste
sustainability,
maximise self-
sufficiency in the
management of
waste, minimise
production of waste
and increase re-use,
recycling and
recovery rates

(+ve) Minimise waste
generation; promote
sustainable waste
management; help to
move management up
the Waste Hierarchy

High--medivm-How/
no-effect! depends on
use

(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure that
there are sufficient waste management facilities to meet
the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would therefore help
divert waste from landfill. As such, it has the potential to
have a positive impact on the objective. The extent to
which a waste management facility in the area would
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy, and by extension the
degree of impact on the objective, would dependent on
the type of facility that would be located in the area. Policy
3 of the draft NLWP does however specify that waste
management development in this area should result in
highest practicable level of recycling and recovery
materials in line with the principles of the Waste
Hierarchy.

(+) Reduced need to identify sites
for landfill within the Plan area or
use existing landfills outside it.

Policy 3 of the draft NLWP
will ensure that any waste
management facility in the

area results in highest
practicable level of
recycling and recovery
materials in line with the
principles of the Waste
Hierarchy.
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12. To ensure efficient
use of land and
natural resources and
the sustainable use of
existing resources

(+ve) Use of
previously developed
buildings / land;
incorporate or
encourage water
efficiency

(-ve) Effect on water
demand

High-Fmedivm-How-/
no-effect! depends on
use

(+) The area comprises entirely of previously developed
land and directing waste management facilities to this
location would therefore help ensure the efficient use of
land [inevitable].

(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and would help
promote the reuse and recycling of waste thereby
contributing to the efficient and sustainable use of
resources. The extent to which the use of the area for
waste management would move waste up the Waste
Hierarchy would however depend on the type of facility
[depends on use].

(?) Effect on water demand is uncertain and would
depend on the type of waste management facility
[depends on use].

(+) Reduced need to identify sites
for landfill within the Plan area or
use existing landfills outside it.

13. To encourage
sustainable economic
growth, exploit the
growth potential of
business sectors and
improve productivity
and competitiveness
of local waste
industry

(+ve) Encourage local
economic growth thro’
provision of adequate
waste facilities; enable
new and innovative
waste management
technologies; scope to
diversify local waste
sector; promotion of
waste minimisation;
help to maximise
value recovery

High+ medium Heow-/
no-effect/ dependson

use

(+) The use of the area for waste management would
encourage local economic growth through the provision of
adequate waste facilities and would provide scope to
diversify local waste sector and could help maximise value
recovery.

14. To reduce
economic disparities,
unemployment and
deprivation

(+ve) Support for (and
creation of) a broad
range of employment
opportunities

High-L-medium- low /

(?) The use of the area for waste management could
create employment opportunities and contribute towards
reducing unemployment. Nevertheless, the number of
new employment opportunities that would be created
would depend on the nature of the facility and whether it is
occupied by a new venture rather than the expansion/re-
location of an existing business.

In addition, the area appears to be largely occupied. As a
result, the provision of a waste management facility in the
area may result in the displacement of an existing
employment use. The impact on the objective is therefore
considered to be uncertain.

Secondary impacts on deprivation.
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Summary of Assessment

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and
help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to have a
positive effect on the objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and ensuring the efficient use of land and resources. It also has the potential to have some positive impact on the
objective of reducing contributions to climate change.

Due to the proximity of the area to a designated SINC, the proposed allocation could have a negative effect on the objective of protecting biodiversity. Undertaking appropriate ecological surveys and implementing appropriate measures to
improve the biodiversity value of the site are likely to be important mitigation measures. There could also be a negative impact on the objective of protecting air, water and soil quality. The extent of impact on this objective would be
dependent on the nature of the proposed waste management facility but the use of measures such as negative air pressure and rapid-closure doors on any enclosed facility on the site could help mitigate impacts. In addition, as parts of
the area are at a medium/high risk of flooding, the proposed allocation would also have a significant negative impact on the objectives that relate to reducing flood risk and adapting to climate change. The completion of a suitable Flood
Risk Assessment, application of the Sequential Test and the incorporation of SuDS or other techniques to manage surface water runoff will be key mitigation measures.

The proposed allocation could also have an uncertain impact on the objective relating to sustainable transport. Although parts of the area are in close proximity to sensitive receptors, the impact of the allocation on the objective that relates
to health and amenity is considered to be uncertain as given the size of the area, waste management development could potentially take place in a part of the area that is a significant distance from these residential properties which could
avoid impact on amenity.
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Millfields LSIS SIGCRTSEICI (- A15-HC Date of 12 August 2014 Assessor: RV ERL W
visit: [pm] MH/ CW
25" June 2018
A e e amewo P ane e aracte 0 pa Addltiona pa
A ODbje e aluatio erlia allo eria alée O pDa econda d e A e ope o
erg Jatlo
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect people’s | (-ve) Amenity impacts X | High-+medium-How/ | ())Residential properties are approximately 15m south of | Secondary impacts on quality of life | Enforce appropriate
health, communities | from dust, ne-effect/ depends on | the site and Clapton Park Lower School is also located to | and perceptions of the area. controls through planning
and local particulates, noise, use the south of the site. As a result, there are sensitive conditions and
environmental quality | vibration, visual receptors within the vicinity. environmental permitting.
from the adverse amenity, light pollution
effects of waste L - .
management The site is an existing waste transfer stanon_and depot.
However, an alternative waste facility could introduce new
impacts (odour, vermin) on amenity. There could also be
some increase in dust and emissions from traffic
accessing the site which could impact on amenity,
particularly as the site is accessed through residential
areas. There if however only a low level of certainty about
this as it is unknown whether an alternative waste facility
would generate more traffic than the existing use of the
site. Conditions could be used to mitigate other impacts.
2. To maintain green | (+ve/-ve) Impact on N/A High--medium-Hew-/ | (0) An area of designated Metropolitan Open Land is
infrastructure and open space no effect ~depends-oR | |ocated to the east of the site. This Open Land is however
open space (-ve) reduction of use separated from the site by a watercourse. In addition, the
public access; effect site is an existing waste management/transfer station. As
on green such, the site is unlikely to have a significant impact on
infrastructure green infrastructure or open space.
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce X | High-tmedium/ low/ | (+) The site is not located in close proximity to a railway. Secondary impact on greenhouse
sustainable modes of | distance waste neo-effect/-depends-on | The River Lee Navigation is adjacent to the east of the gas emissions from the transport
transport, reduce the | travels; reduce waste- use site but there is no wharf in this location and the existing sector.
need to travel and related car/lorry trips; waste management facility on the site does not appear to
improve choice of increase use of receive waste via this waterway. As a result, any facility is
more sustainable sustainable transport likely to be reliant upon transporting waste by road.
transport modes (+vel/-ve) Impact on
road congestion (+) Any waste facility on the site could however reduce the
need for waste to be transported outside of the Plan area.
This could have a positive impact on the element of the
objective that relates to reducing the need to travel.
However, there is a low level of certainty of this impact as
the source of waste arisings is unknown and may
originate from outside the plan area.
4.To conserve and (-ve) Impact on X | High--medism-+low/ | (0) There are three listed buildings to the west of the site — | Secondary impacts on the image of | Ensure appropriate
enhance the historic heritage assets; no-effect/-depends-on | Hackney Borough Disinfecting Station, the Shelter House | the area. heritage impact
use assessments are

environment, heritage
assets and their
settings

impact on settings

and Caretaker’s Lodge, all grade Il. Nevertheless, the site
is an existing waste management facility and is separated,
and largely screened, from these designated heritage
assets by a vacant site/building. As such, it is uncertain
whether the site would have a significant impact on the
objective.

undertaken and that the
design of any built facility is
sympathetic to the setting
of these heritage assets.
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5. To maintain and (+ve) Will N/A High--medium-Hew-/ | (0) The site is not within the Green Belt or Ancient
enhance the quality development be no effect /depends-en | Woodland. Lea Valley Park is adjacent to the north of the
and character of sympathetic use site and Hackney Marshes are 20m east of the site.
North London’s (+vel-ve) Impact on However, the site is an existing waste management facility
townscapes and landscape / and an alternative waste facility is unlikely to have a
landscapes townscape character significant impact on the surrounding townscape and
(-ve) Openness of landscape. The exact impact would however depend on
Green Belt; effect on the use.
open space
6. To maintain, (+ve) Scope for High--medium- low/ | (0) The site is not part of an internationally designated site Any planning application
protect and enhance | habitat creation or no-effect-depends-on | or located within a SSSI. would, if necessary, be
biodiversity, restoration use accompanied by a suitable
protected species, (-ve) Impact on (-) A SINC is adjacent to the site. Although the site is assessment of the
habitats, geodiversity | nationally protected already occupied by a waste management use, an ecological value of the
and features of species / habitats; alternative waste management use could introduce new site/surrounding area and
geological interest impact on or loss of impacts on this feature. However, and in the absence of the impact of the proposed
BAP priority habitats appropriate ecological surveys, there is only a limited level use on this ecological
and species of certainty about any such impact. value.
(?) Although the site is an existing waste
management/transfer station, it is not known whether the
site contains any protected species or habitats or whether
there is any scope for habitat creation.
7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance of High- medium Hew- | (+) The site is entirely within Flood Zone 1 and is therefore
manage flood risk inappropriate ne-effect/dependson | at a low risk of flooding from fluvial and tidal sources. The
dev'ment in flood risk use site is also not within an area which has been identified as
areas; reduce flood being susceptible to surface water flooding. As such,
risk through SuDS directing waste management facilities to this location
would help to avoid inappropriate development in areas at
(-ve) Exacerbate risk of floqding and could therefore have a positive impact
vulnerability to on the objective.
flooding
8. To adapt to, and (+ve) Reduction of N/A High--medism-Hew-/ | (0) The site is entirely within Flood Zone 1 and is therefore
reduce the impacts of | vulnerability to climate no effect /depends-en | at a low risk of fluvial flooding. It is also not within an area
use

climate change

change events

that has been identified as being susceptible to surface
water flooding. The use of the site for a waste facility
would be unlikely to result in the loss of green
infrastructure or any other features that could help
alleviate the impacts of higher summer temperatures
expected as a result of climate change.
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9. To reduce climate (+ve) Reduce waste-
change contributions, | related car/lorry trips;
promote energy increase sustainable

High-Fmedivm-How-/
no-effect! depends on
use

efficiency and transport use
increase use of (+ve/-ve) Impact on

energy from greenhouse gas
sustainable sources generation

(+) The proposed function could contribute to reduced
emissions provided the site serves a relatively localised
catchment and helps to raise recycling and/or recovery
rates [quite likely, but depends on waste use]. There may
also be scope for waste to be transported to the site by
alternative modes of transport although it is acknowledged
that there is limited certainty about this.

(?) There is little apparent scope for waste to be
transported to the site by sustainable modes of transport.
As such, any facility is likely to be reliant upon transporting
waste by road. Nevertheless, any facility could help
ensure that North London’s waste is managed close to its
source thereby reducing ‘waste miles’ and associated
emissions. However, there is limited certainty about this
impact as the source of waste arisings is unknown and
may originate from outside the plan area.

10. To protect and
improve air, water
and soil quality

(+ve) Improvement of
water quality; support
land remediation

High-Fmedivm-How-/
no-effect’ depends on
use

(+vel-ve) Impact on
road congestion

(-ve) Air quality
impact; impact on soil
quality; groundwater
quality impact

(?)The site is previously developed land. It is not
contaminated as defined under Part 2A of the
Environmental Protection Act but may contain
contamination that would need to be remediated prior to
re-development.

(-) There is a Source Protection Zone 1 25m north of the
site and the River Lea Runs adjacent to the east of the
site.

(?) The site is within an Air Quality Management Area but
not a Focus Area. Any proposed waste facility would
generate vehicular traffic which could impact on
congestion and adversely affect air quality. However, the
extent of this impact would depend on the proposed use
and whether it generated a greater volume of traffic than
the existing use. Scale of impact would also be dependent
on whether the facility handled locally-arising waste or
serves a wider catchment.

(-) Depending on the use, there could be some risk of dust
emissions [limited likelihood but depends on use]

Any impact on air quality could
have secondary effects on health,
particularly amongst those who
suffer from respiratory illnesses.

Development of the site would
generate cumulative impacts
alongside existing (mainly)
employment uses in the vicinity.

Allocate site for enclosed
waste uses only

Ensure appropriate
measures are incorporated
to prevent any
contamination of
groundwater or nearby
watercourses.

Negative air pressure and
rapid-closure doors on any
enclosed facility on the site.

Dust suppression and other
measures such as wheel-
washing.
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11. To manage waste
sustainability,
maximise self-
sufficiency in the
management of
waste, minimise
production of waste
and increase re-use,
recycling and
recovery rates

(+ve) Minimise waste
generation; promote
sustainable waste
management; help to
move management up
the Waste Hierarchy

High-Fmedivm-How-/
no-effect! depends on
use

(+) Any waste facility delivered on the site would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure that
there are sufficient waste management facilities to meet
the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would therefore help
divert waste from landfill. As such, the site has the
potential to have a positive impact on the objective. The
extent to which the use of the site would move waste up
the Waste Hierarchy, and by extension the degree of
impact on the objective, would depend on the type of
waste management facility that would be located on the
site. Policy 2 of the draft NLWP does however specify that
waste management development on this site should result
in highest practicable level of recycling and recovery
materials in line with the principles of the Waste
Hierarchy.

(+) Reduced need to identify sites
for landfill within the Plan area or
use existing landfills outside it.

Policy 2 of the draft NLWP
will ensure that any waste
management facility on the
site results in highest
practicable level of
recycling and recovery
materials in line with the
principles of the Waste
Hierarchy.

12. To ensure (+ve) Use of High-medium-Hew-/ | (+) The site comprises entirely of previously developed (+) Reduced need to identify sites
efficient use of land previously developed ne-effeet/ depends on | |and. The use of the site for a waste management facility | for landfill within the Plan area or
and natural resources | buildings / land; use would therefore help ensure the efficient use of land. use existing landfills outside it.
and the sustainable incorporate or
use of existing encourage water (+) Any waste facility delivered on the site would help
resources efficiency move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and would help
(-ve) Effect on water promote the reuse and recycling of waste thereby
demand contributing to the efficient and sustainable use of
resources. The extent to which the use of the site would
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy would however be
dependent on the type of waste management facility that
would be located on the site.
(?) Effect on water demand is uncertain and would
depend on the type of waste management facility.
13. To encourage (+ve) Encourage local High/ medium Hew-/ | (+) The use of the site for waste management would
sustainable economic | economic growth thro’ ne-effect/-depends-en | encourage local economic growth through the provision of
growth, exploit the provision of adequate use adequate waste facilities and would provide scope to
growth potential of waste facilities; enable diversify local waste sector and could help maximise value
business sectors and | new and innovative recovery. There is however on a low level of certainty that
improve productivity | waste management the proposed use of the site would have a significant
and competitiveness | technologies; scope to impact on the objective given that the site is already
of local waste diversify local waste occupied by a waste management use.
industry sector; promotion of
waste minimisation;
help to maximise
value recovery
14. To reduce (+ve) Support for (and High--medium-/low/ | (?) The use of the site for waste management could
economic disparities, | creation of) a broad no-effect/-depends-on | create employment opportunities and contribute towards
use

unemployment and
deprivation

range of employment
opportunities

reducing unemployment. However, the site is already
occupied by a waste facility. It is therefore uncertain
whether any additional employment opportunities would
be created and the impact on the objective is also
uncertain.
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Summary of Assessment

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and
help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to have a
positive effect on the objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and ensuring the efficient use of land and resources.

The proximity of the site to sensitive receptors does however mean that there is the potential for a facility in this location to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. Enforcing appropriate controls through planning
conditions and environmental permitting are therefore likely to be key mitigation measures. The allocation could also have a negative impact on the objective that relates to protecting and improving air, water and soil quality. The extent of
impact on this objective would be dependent on the nature of the proposed waste management facility but the use of measures such as negative air pressure and rapid-closure doors on any enclosed facility on the site could help mitigate
impacts. The proposed allocation would have an uncertain impact on the objectives that relate to sustainable transport, conserving the historic environment and reducing contributions to climate change. Due to the proximity of the site to a
designated SINC, the proposed allocation could have a negative effect on the objective of protecting biodiversity. Undertaking appropriate ecological surveys is likely to be an important mitigation measure.
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Site name:

Brantwood Road (SIL 3)

A19-HR

Site reference:

Date of visit:

28" October
[am/pm]

Assessor: JM

CW /MH
25" June 2018
ASSe e amewo Pe anence aracte 0 pa Addltiona pa
A ODje e aluatio erla Duratio erta ale o oF econda a e a e opeo
ero gatio
0-5 yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect people’s | (-ve) Amenity impacts X | Hightmedium-How/Ro | (7) Residential properties are immediately adjacent to Secondary impacts on quality of life | Enforce appropriate
health, communities from dust, effeet depends on use | the area. However given the size of the area, waste and perceptions of the area. controls through planning
and local particulates, noise, management development could potentially take place conditions and
environmental quality | vibration, visual in a part of the area that is a significant distance from Development of a waste environmental permitting.
from the adverse amen_lty, light these're5|dentlal properties which could avoid impact on management facility in the area
effects of waste pollution amenity. could generate cumulative impacts | Ensure that only enclosed
management alongside existing employment facilities are developed in
The area is an existing trading/industrial estate. uses in the vicinity. the parts of the area that
However, depending on the use, there is scope for a are adjacent to sensitive
waste facility in this area to introduce new impacts receptors.
(odour, vermin) on amenity. There could also be some
increase in dust and emissions from traffic accessing the
area. It is however uncertain whether a waste facility
would generate more traffic than the existing uses of the
site and conditions could be used to mitigate other
impacts.
2. To maintain green | (+ve/-ve) Impact on N/A High-/-medism-Hew-/ no | (0) The area contains a range of employment uses. It is
infrastructure and open space effect Fdepenrds-entse | not located within Metropolitan Open Land and does not
open space (-ve) reduction of contain any areas of green/open space. The proposed
public access; effect use of the area for waste facilities is therefore unlikely to
on green impact on open space or green infrastructure.
infrastructure
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce X | High-+medivm-/ low /re | () The area is not located in close proximity to a Secondary impact on greenhouse
sustainable modes of | distance waste effect/dependsontse | navigable waterway, wharf or railway. As such, any gas emissions from the transport
transport, reduce the | travels; reduce waste- facility is likely to be reliant upon transporting waste by sector and air quality.
need to travel and related car/lorry trips; road.
improve choice of increase use of
more sustainable sustainable transport (+) Any waste facility delivered in the area could
transport modes (+ve/-ve) Impact on however reduce the need for waste to be transported
road congestion outside of the Plan area. This could have a positive
impact on the element of the objective that relates to
reducing the need to travel. However, there is a low level
of certainty of this impact as the source of waste arising
is unknown and may originate from outside the plan
area.
4.To conserve and (-ve) Impact on N/A High-/-medism-Hew-/ N0 | (0) The area is an existing industrial estate and there are
enhance the historic | heritage assets; effect /depends-enuse | no designated heritage assets or locally listed buildings

environment, heritage
assets and their
settings

impact on settings

within or adjacent to it. As a result, directing waste
management facilities to this area is unlikely to have a
significant impact on the objective.
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5. To maintain and (+ve) Will N/A High--medium-Hew-/ no | (0) The area is not within the Green Belt or Ancient

enhance the quality development be effect /deperds-entse | Woodland. It is not within or adjacent to any area
and character of sympathetic designated for its local landscape importance and does
North London’s (+ve/-ve) Impact on not contain or adjoin any areas of public open space.
townscapes and landscape /
landscapes townscape character (0) The area comprises of existing industrial /
(-ve) Openness of employment units. Directing waste management
Green Belt; effect on facilities to this location is therefore unlikely to have a
open space significant impact on the townscape provided that the

facility is housed in structures similar in scale and design
to surrounding units. The exact impact would however
depend on the use.

6. To maintain, (+ve) Scope for X High-/-medium- low /re | (0) The area is not part of an internationally designated Allocate site for enclosed
protect and enhance | habitat creation or effect/ dependsonuse | site or located within a SSSI. It is not located in close waste uses only and
biodiversity, restoration proximity to any Sites of Importance for Nature enforce appropriate
protected species, (-ve) Impact on Conservation (SINCs). controls through planning
habitats, geodiversity | nationally protected conditions and
and features of species / habitats; (?) Although the area is an existing industrial estate, in environmental permitting.
geological interest impact on or loss of the absence of appropriate ecological surveys it is not

BAP priority habitats known whether the area contains any protected species

and species or habitats or whether there is any scope for habitat

creation.

7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance of X | High+ medium Hew-+re | () The eastern part of the area is within Flood Zone 2. Any planning application
manage flood risk inappropriate effect/dependsonuse | As such, any waste facility in this part of the area would would, if necessary, be

dev'ment in flood risk be at a medium risk of flooding. accompanied by a

areas; reduce flood suitable Flood Risk

risk through SubDS / (-) Parts of the area are also susceptible to surface Assessment.

other measures water flooding. However, as the area is already

developed, it is uncertain whether directing waste Incorporate SuDS or other

(-ve) Exacerbate facilities to this area would increase the proportion of the techniques to manage

vulnerability to area that is covered by impermeable surfaces or surface water runoff.

flooding exacerbate surface water flooding.

Application of the
(+) The development of a waste management facility in Sequential Test.

the area may provide opportunities to manage the risk of
surface water flooding through the use of SuDS or other
appropriate techniques.
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High-/ medium How-/ne
effect /- depends-on-use

8. To adapt to, and (+ve) Reduction of

reduce the impacts of | vulnerability to

climate change climate change
events

(0) The use of the area for a waste facility would be
unlikely to result in the loss of green infrastructure or any
other features that could help alleviate the impacts of
higher summer temperatures expected as a result of
climate change.

(-) The eastern part of the area is within Flood Zone 2.
The site has also been identified as being susceptible to
surface water flooding. Climate change is likely to
exacerbate flood risk.

Incorporate SuDS or other

techniques to manage
surface water runoff.

9. To reduce climate (+ve) Reduce waste-

effect! depends on use

change contributions, | related car/lorry trips;

promote energy increase sustainable
efficiency and transport use
increase use of (+ve/-ve) Impact on
energy from greenhouse gas

sustainable sources generation

(+) The proposed function could contribute to reduced
emissions provided the site serves a relatively localised
catchment and helps to raise recycling and/or recovery
rates thereby reducing the proportion of waste going to
landfill and associated methane emissions [quite likely,
but depends on waste use]

(+) Development of the area could create an opportunity
to recover energy from waste, depending on the type of
facility developed. A proposed District Heating
transmission line runs through the area. [limited
likelihood, but depends on waste use]

(?) There is little apparent scope for waste to be
transported to the site by sustainable modes of
transport. As such, any facility is likely to be reliant upon
transporting waste by road. Nevertheless, any facility
could help ensure that North London’s waste is
managed close to its source thereby reducing ‘waste
miles’ and associated emissions. However, there is
limited certainty about this impact as the source of waste
arisings is unknown and may originate from outside the
plan area.
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10. To protect and
improve air, water

(+ve) Improvement of
water quality; support

High-Fmedium-How-/-no
effect! depends on use

land remediation
(+ve/-ve) Impact on
road congestion

(-ve) Air quality
impact; impact on soil
quality; groundwater
quality impact

and soil quality

(?)The site is previously developed land. It is not
contaminated as defined under Part 2A of the
Environmental Protection Act but may contain
contamination that would need to be remediated prior to
re-development.

(-) The area is within a Zone 1 and a Zone 2
groundwater source protection zones. Mitigation
measures would need to be incorporated to ensure
ground water is not adversely affected by waste facility
development.

(?) The area is within an Air Quality Management Area
but it is not located in or close to an Air Quality Focus
Area as defined by GLA. Any proposed waste facility
would generate vehicular traffic which could impact on
congestion and adversely affect air quality. However, the
extent of this impact would depend on the proposed use
and whether it generated a greater volume of traffic than
the existing use. Scale of impact would also be
dependent on whether the facility handled locally-arising
waste or served a wider catchment.

(-) Depending on the use, there could be some risk of
dust emissions [limited likelihood but depends on use]

Any impact on air quality could
have secondary effects on health,
particularly amongst those who
suffer from respiratory illnesses.

Development of waste
management facilities in the area
could generate cumulative impacts
alongside existing employment
uses in the vicinity.

Allocate area for enclosed
waste uses only

Ensure appropriate
measures are
incorporated to prevent
any contamination of
groundwater or adjacent
watercourses.

Negative air pressure and
rapid-closure doors on
any enclosed facility in the
area.

Dust suppression and
other measures such as
wheel-washing.

11. To manage waste | (+ve) Minimise waste

effect! depends on use

sustainability, generation; promote
maximise self- sustainable waste
sufficiency in the management; help to
management of move management
waste, minimise up the Waste
production of waste Hierarchy

and increase re-use,
recycling and
recovery rates

(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure
that there are sufficient waste management facilities to
meet the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would
therefore help divert waste from landfill. As such, it has
the potential to have a positive impact on the objective.
The extent to which a waste management facility in the
area would move waste up the Waste Hierarchy, and by
extension the degree of impact on the objective, would
dependent on the type of facility that would be located in
the area. Policy 3 of the draft NLWP does however
specify that waste management development in this
area should result in highest practicable level of
recycling and recovery materials in line with the
principles of the Waste Hierarchy.

(+) Reduced need to identify sites
for landfill within the Plan area or
use existing landfills outside it.

Policy 3 of the draft
NLWP will ensure that
any waste management
facility in the area results
in highest practicable
level of recycling and
recovery materials in line
with the principles of the
Waste Hierarchy.

12. To ensure (+ve) Use of
efficient use of land previously developed

effect! depends on use

and natural resources | buildings / land;

and the sustainable incorporate or

use of existing encourage water
resources efficiency

(-ve) Effect on water
demand

(+) The area comprises entirely of previously developed
land and directing waste management facilities to this
location would therefore help ensure the efficient use of
land [inevitable].

(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and would help
promote the reuse and recycling of waste thereby
contributing to the efficient and sustainable use of
resources. The extent to which the use of the area for
waste management would move waste up the Waste
Hierarchy would however depend on the type of facility
[depends on use].

(?) Effect on water demand is uncertain and would
depend on the type of waste management facility
[depends on use].

(+) Reduced need to identify sites
for landfill within the Plan area or
use existing landfills outside it.
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13. To encourage
sustainable economic
growth, exploit the
growth potential of
business sectors and
improve productivity
and competitiveness
of local waste
industry

(+ve) Encourage local
economic growth thro’
provision of adequate
waste facilities;
enable new and
innovative waste
management
technologies; scope
to diversify local
waste sector;
promotion of waste
minimisation; help to
maximise value
recovery

High-/ medium How-/ne
effect /- depends-on-use

(+) The use of the area for waste management would
encourage local economic growth through the provision
of adequate waste facilities and would provide scope to
diversify local waste sector and could help maximise
value recovery.

14. To reduce
economic disparities,
unemployment and
deprivation

(+ve) Support for
(and creation of) a
broad range of
employment
opportunities

High-Lmedium-/ low Lne

(?) The use of the area for waste management could
create employment opportunities and contribute towards
reducing unemployment. Nevertheless, the number of
new employment opportunities that would be created
would depend on the nature of the facility and whether it
is occupied by a new venture rather than the
expansion/re-location of an existing business.

In addition, the area appears to be fully occupied. As a
result, the provision of a waste management facility in
the area may result in the displacement of an existing
employment use. The impact on the objective is
therefore considered to be uncertain.

Secondary impacts on deprivation.

Summary of Assessment

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help move waste up the Waste Hierarchy
and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to
have a positive effect on the objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and ensuring the efficient use of land and resources. It also has the potential to have some positive impact on
the objective of reducing contributions to climate change.

The proposed allocation could have a negative impact on the objective of protecting air, water and soil quality. The extent of impact on this objective would be dependent on the nature of the proposed waste management facility but the
use of measures such as negative air pressure and rapid-closure doors on any enclosed facility on the site could help mitigate impacts. In addition, as parts of the area are at a medium risk of flooding, the proposed allocation would also
have a negative impact on the objectives that relate to reducing flood risk and adapting to climate change. The completion of a suitable Flood Risk Assessment, application of the Sequential Test and the incorporation of SuDS or other
techniques to manage surface water runoff will be key mitigation measures.

The proposed allocation could also have an uncertain impact on the objectives relating to sustainable transport, biodiversity and unemployment. In addition, although parts of the area are in close proximity to sensitive receptors, the
impact of the allocation on the objective that relates to health and amenity is considered to be uncertain as given the size of the area, waste management development could potentially take place in a part of the area that is a significant
distance from these residential properties which could avoid impact on amenity.
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Site name:

North East Tottenham (SIL 12)

A21-HR

Site reference:

Date of visit:

28" October 2014
[am/pm]

Assessor: JM

CW/ MH
25" June 2018
ASSe e amewo Pe anence aracte 0 pa Addltiona pa
A ODje e aluatio eria Duratio erta ale o oF econda a e a e opeo
aro gatio
0-5 yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect people’s | (-ve) Amenity impacts X | Hightmedium-How/Ro | (2) Residential properties are in close proximity to the Secondary impacts on quality of life | Enforce appropriate
health, communities from dust, effect/ depends on use | 5rea to the west and allotments are to the south. and perceptions of the area. controls through planning
and local particulates, noise, However given the size of the area, waste management conditions and
environmental quality | vibration, visual development could potentially take place in a part of the | peyelopment of a waste environmental permitting.
from the adverse amenity, light pollution area that is a significant distance from these residential | management facility in the area
effects of waste properties which could avoid impact on amenity. could generate cumulative impacts | Ensure that only enclosed
management alongside existing employment facilities are developed in
The site is an existing trading/industrial estate. uses in the vicinity. the parts of the area that
However, depending on the use, there is scope for a are adjacent to sensitive
waste facility in this area to introduce new impacts receptors.
(odour, vermin) on amenity. There could also be some
increase in dust and emissions from traffic accessing
the area. It is however uncertain whether a waste facility
would generate more traffic than the existing uses of the
site and conditions could be used to mitigate other
impacts.
2. To maintain green | (+ve/-ve) Impact on N/A High-/-mediusm-Hew-/ no | (0) The area contains a range of employment uses. It is
infrastructure and open space effect ~depenrds-entse | not located within Metropolitan Open Land and does not
open space (-ve) reduction of contain any areas of green/open space. The proposed
public access; effect use of the area for waste facilities is therefore unlikely to
on green impact on open space or green infrastructure.
infrastructure
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce X | High-tmedium/ low /re | (1) Pymme’s Brook is immediately to the east of the area | Secondary impact on greenhouse
sustainable modes of | distance waste effect/dependsontse | putis unlikely to be suitable for transporting waste and | gas emissions from the transport
transport, reduce the | travels; reduce waste- for a facility to make use of this feature it would need to | sector and air quality.
need to travel and related car/lorry trips; be on the eastern boundary of the site and a wharf
improve choice of increase use of would need to be established. Although there is a
more sustainable sustainable transport railway line adjacent to the west of the area there are no
transport modes (+vel-ve) Impact on sidings in this location. Consequently, any facility is
road congestion likely to be reliant upon transporting waste by road.
(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area could
however reduce the need for waste to be transported
outside of the Plan area. This could have a positive
impact on the element of the objective that relates to
reducing the need to travel. However, there is a low
level of certainty of this impact as the source of waste
arisings is unknown and may originate from outside the
plan area.
4.To conserve and (-ve) Impact on N/A High-/-mediusm-Hew-/ no | (0) The area is an existing industrial/trading estate and
enhance the historic | heritage assets; effect /depenrds-oenuse | there are no designated heritage assets or locally listed

environment, heritage
assets and their
settings

impact on settings

buildings within or adjacent to it. As a result, directing
waste management facilities to this area is unlikely to
have a significant impact on the objective.

North London Waste Plan — SA/SEA Report — Appendix 5

6/¢ abed



5. To maintain and
enhance the quality
and character of
North London’s
townscapes and
landscapes

(+ve) Will
development be
sympathetic
(+ve/-ve) Impact on
landscape /
townscape character
(-ve) Openness of
Green Belt; effect on
open space

N/A

High-Fmedium-How-/ no
effect /depends-on-use

(0) The area is not within the Green Belt or Ancient
Woodland. It is not within or adjacent to any area
designated for its local landscape importance and does
not contain any areas of public open space.

(0) The area comprises of existing industrial /
employment units. Directing waste management
facilities to this location is therefore unlikely to have a
significant impact on the townscape provided that the
facility is housed in structures which are similar in scale
and design. The exact impact would however depend on
the nature of the facility.

6. To maintain,

(+ve) Scope for

High-L-medium-/ low Lne

(0) The area is not part of an internationally designated

Any planning application

protect and enhance | habitat creation or effect/ dependsonuse | site or located within a SSSI. would, if necessary, be
biodiversity, restoration accompanied by a
protected species, (-ve) Impact on (-) A Borough Site of Importance for Nature suitable assessment of
habitats, geodiversity | nationally protected Conservation (SINC) is adjacent to the area. Although the ecological value of the
and features of species / habitats; the area is occupied by existing industrial uses, directing site/surrounding area and
geological interest impact on or loss of waste facilities to the area could introduce new impacts the impact of the
BAP priority habitats on this SINC. Any impact would however depend on the proposed use on this
and species type of facility and its location within the area. It is also ecological value.
recognised that, in the absence of appropriate ecological
surveys, there is only a limited level of certainty about Implement appropriate
any such impact. measures to improve the
biodiversity value of the
(?) Although the area is an existing trading / industrial site.
estate, it is not known whether it contains any protected
species or habitats or whether there is any scope for
habitat creation.
7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance of High-/ medium Hew-/ne | (-) The majority of the area is within Flood Zone 2. As Any planning application
manage flood risk inappropriate effect/dependsontse | such, any waste facility in this part of the area would be would, if necessary, be
dev'ment in flood risk at a medium risk of flooding. accompanied by a
areas; reduce flood suitable Flood Risk
risk through SubDS / (-)The area is also susceptible to surface water flooding. Assessment.
other measures However, as the area is already developed, it is
uncertain whether directing waste facilities to this area Incorporate SuDS or other
(-ve) Exacerbate would increase the proportion of the area that is covered techniques to manage
vulnerability to by impermeable surfaces or exacerbate surface water surface water runoff.
flooding flooding.
Application of the
(+) The development of a waste management facility in Sequential Test.
the area may provide opportunities to manage the risk of
surface water flooding through the use of SuDS or other
appropriate techniques.
8. To adapt to, and (+ve) Reduction of High-/ medium Hew-/-ne | (0) The use of the area for a waste facility would be Incorporate SuDS or other
reduce the impacts of | vulnerability to climate effect/ dependsonuse | unlikely to result in the loss of green infrastructure or any techniques to manage

climate change

change events

other features that could help alleviate the impacts of
higher summer temperatures expected as a result of
climate change.

(-) The majority of the area is within Flood Zone 2. As
such, any waste facility in this part of the area would be
at a medium risk of flooding. The area is also
susceptible to surface water flooding. Climate change is
likely to exacerbate flood risk.

surface water runoff.
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9. To reduce climate

change contributions,

promote energy
efficiency and
increase use of
energy from
sustainable sources

(+ve) Reduce waste-
related car/lorry trips;
increase sustainable
transport use
(+vel/-ve) Impact on
greenhouse gas
generation

High-Fmedium-How-/-no
effect! depends on use

(+) The proposed function could contribute to reduced
emissions provided the site serves a relatively localised
catchment and helps to raise recycling and/or recovery
rates thereby reducing the proportion of waste going to
landfill and associated methane emissions [quite likely,
but depends on waste use]

(+) Development of the area could create an opportunity
to recover energy from waste, depending on the type of
facility developed. A proposed District Heating
transmission line is adjacent to the area. [limited
likelihood, but depends on waste use]

(?) There is little apparent scope for waste to be
transported to the site by sustainable modes of
transport. As such, any facility is likely to be reliant upon
transporting waste by road. Nevertheless, any facility
could help ensure that North London’s waste is
managed close to its source thereby reducing ‘waste
miles’ and associated emissions. However, there is
limited certainty about this impact as the source of waste
arisings is unknown and may originate from outside the
plan area.

10. To protect and
improve air, water
and soil quality

(+ve) Improvement of
water quality; support
land remediation

(+vel-ve) Impact on
road congestion

(-ve) Air quality
impact; impact on soll
quality; groundwater
quality impact

effeet! depends on use

(?)The site is previously developed land. It is not
contaminated as defined under Part 2A of the
Environmental Protection Act but may contain
contamination that would need to be remediated prior to
re-development.

(-) The area is within a Zone 1 groundwater source
protection zone. It is also within a Secondary A Aquifer
and Pymme’s Brook lies approximately 10m to the east.
Mitigation measures would need to be incorporated to
ensure ground water is not adversely affected by waste
facility development.

(?) The site is within an Air Quality Management Area
but it is not located in or close to an Air Quality Focus
Area as defined by GLA. Any proposed waste facility
would generate vehicular traffic which could impact on
congestion and adversely affect air quality. However, the
extent of this impact would depend on the proposed use
and whether it generated a greater volume of traffic than
the existing use. Scale of impact would also be
dependent on whether the facility handled locally-arising
waste or served a wider catchment.

(-) Depending on the use, there could be some risk of
dust emissions [limited likelihood but depends on use]

Any impact on air quality could
have secondary effects on health,
particularly amongst those who
suffer from respiratory illnesses.

Development of waste
management facilities in the area
could generate cumulative impacts
alongside existing employment
uses in the vicinity.

Allocate area for enclosed
waste uses only

Ensure appropriate
measures are
incorporated to prevent
any contamination of
groundwater or adjacent
watercourses.

Negative air pressure and
rapid-closure doors on
any enclosed facility in the
area.

Dust suppression and
other measures such as
wheel-washing.
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11. To manage waste
sustainability,
maximise self-
sufficiency in the
management of
waste, minimise
production of waste
and increase re-use,
recycling and
recovery rates

(+ve) Minimise waste
generation; promote
sustainable waste
management; help to
move management up
the Waste Hierarchy

High-Fmedium-How-/-no
effect! depends on use

(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure
that there are sufficient waste management facilities to
meet the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would
therefore help divert waste from landfill. As such, it has
the potential to have a positive impact on the objective.
The extent to which a waste management facility in the
area would move waste up the Waste Hierarchy, and by
extension the degree of impact on the objective, would
dependent on the type of facility that would be located in
the area. Policy 3 of the draft NLWP does however
specify that waste management development in this
area should result in highest practicable level of
recycling and recovery materials in line with the
principles of the Waste Hierarchy.

(+) Reduced need to identify sites
for landfill within the Plan area or
use existing landfills outside it.

Policy 3 of the draft
NLWP will ensure that
any waste management
facility in the area results
in highest practicable
level of recycling and
recovery materials in line
with the principles of the
Waste Hierarchy.

12. To ensure efficient
use of land and
natural resources and
the sustainable use of
existing resources

(+ve) Use of
previously developed
buildings / land;
incorporate or
encourage water
efficiency

(-ve) Effect on water
demand

effect! depends on use

(+) The area comprises entirely of previously developed
land and directing waste management facilities to this
location would therefore help ensure the efficient use of
land [inevitable].

(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and would help
promote the reuse and recycling of waste thereby
contributing to the efficient and sustainable use of
resources. The extent to which the use of the area for
waste management would move waste up the Waste
Hierarchy would however depend on the type of facility
[depends on use].

(?) Effect on water demand is uncertain and would
depend on the type of waste management facility
[depends on use].

(+) Reduced need to identify sites
for landfill within the Plan area or
use existing landfills outside it.

13. To encourage
sustainable economic
growth, exploit the
growth potential of
business sectors and
improve productivity
and competitiveness
of local waste
industry

(+ve) Encourage local
economic growth thro’
provision of adequate
waste facilities; enable
new and innovative
waste management
technologies; scope to
diversify local waste
sector; promotion of
waste minimisation;
help to maximise
value recovery

High-/ medium How-/ne
effect/depends-on-use

(+) The use of the area for waste management would
encourage local economic growth through the provision
of adequate waste facilities and would provide scope to
diversify local waste sector and could help maximise
value recovery.

14. To reduce
economic disparities,
unemployment and
deprivation

(+ve) Support for (and
creation of) a broad
range of employment
opportunities

High-Lmedium-/ low Lne

(?) The use of the area for waste management could
create employment opportunities and contribute towards
reducing unemployment. Nevertheless, the number of
new employment opportunities that would be created
would depend on the nature of the facility and whether it
is occupied by a new venture rather than the
expansion/re-location of an existing business.

In addition, the area appears to be fully occupied. As a
result, the provision of a waste management facility in
the area may result in the displacement of an existing
employment use. The impact on the objective is
therefore considered to be uncertain.

Secondary impacts on deprivation.
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Summary of Assessment

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help move waste up the Waste Hierarchy
and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to
have a positive effect on the objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and ensuring the efficient use of land and resources. It also has the potential to have some positive impact on
the objective of reducing contributions to climate change.

Due to the proximity of the area to a designated SINC, the proposed allocation could have a negative effect on the objective of protecting biodiversity. Undertaking appropriate ecological surveys and implementing appropriate measures
to improve the biodiversity value of the site are likely to be important mitigation measures. There could also be a negative impact on the objective of protecting air, water and soil quality. The extent of impact on this objective would be
dependent on the nature of the proposed waste management facility but the use of measures such as negative air pressure and rapid-closure doors on any enclosed facility on the site could help mitigate impacts. In addition, as parts of
the area are at a medium risk of flooding, the proposed allocation would also have a negative impact on the objectives that relate to reducing flood risk and adapting to climate change. The completion of a suitable Flood Risk
Assessment, application of the Sequential Test and the incorporation of SuDS or other techniques to manage surface water runoff will be key mitigation measures.

The proposed allocation could also have an uncertain impact on the objective relating to sustainable transport. Although parts of the area are in close proximity to sensitive receptors, the impact of the allocation on the objective that
relates to health and amenity is considered to be uncertain as given the size of the area, waste management development could potentially take place in a part of the area that is a significant distance from these residential properties
which could avoid impact on amenity.
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Friern Barnet Sewage Site reference: A22-HR DEVCRI RIS 12 August 2014 [pm] Assessor: Y WRIYEAIS
25" June 2018 CW / MH
ASSe e amewo Pe anence aracte 0 pa Addltiona pa
A ODje e aluatio eria Duratio erta ale o oF econda a e a e ope o
aro gatio
0-5 yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect people’s | (-ve) Amenity X (-) The area is immediately adjacent to a golf club and Secondary impacts on quality of life | Enforce appropriate
health, communities impacts from dust, effeet/ depends on use | Hollickwood Park. There are residential properties to the | and perceptions of the area. controls through planning
and local particulates, noise, west beyond the park. As a result, there are sensitive conditions and
environmental quality vibrati_on, yisual receptors within the vicinity. Development of the site would environmental permitting.
frf(;m thefadverse an?len_lty, light generate cumulative impacts
;aice:;eom;vna}fte pollution Depending on the use, there could be some scope for a | alongside existing (mainly) Consider the creation of an
waste facility to introduce impacts (odour, vermin) on employment uses in the vicinity. appropriate buffer betwgen
amenity. There could be some increase in dust and from waste management facility
emissions from traffic accessing the site. However the and nearby sensitive
north circular is to the north of the site. It is therefore receptors.
uncertain whether any increase in traffic, and associated
emissions, would be significant in comparison to the
existing situation.
2. To maintain green (+ve/-ve) Impact on X | High+ medium Hew-+hre | (-) Although the site has previously accommodated Retention of mature trees,
infrastructure and open space effect/depends-ontse | development, it is almost completely revegitated and sympathetic boundary
open space (-ve) reduction of contains numerous mature trees and vegetation. There treatment and
public access; effect is currently no public access to the area but its enhancement of remaining
on green development for a waste facility could result in a loss of area.
infrastructure a site that has potential to form part of the green
infrastructure network. It is therefore considered that the
proposed use of the area could have a negative impact
on the objective.
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce X | High-tmedium/ low -re | (-) The site is not located in close proximity to a Secondary impact on greenhouse
sustainable modes of | distance waste effect/ dependsonuse | navigable waterway or wharf. Although there is a railway | gas emissions from the transport
transport, reduce the travels; reduce line to the east, there are no sidings at this location and | sector and air quality.
need to travel and waste-related it is unlikely to provide an opportunity to transport waste
improve choice of car/lorry trips; to the area. As a result, any facility in the area is likely to
more sustainable increase use of be reliant upon transporting waste by road.
transport modes sustainable transport
(+vel-ve) Impact on (+) Any waste facility delivered on the site could
road congestion however reduce the need for waste to be transported
outside of the Plan area. This could have a positive
impact on the element of the objective that relates to
reducing the need to travel. However, there is a low level
of certainty of this impact as the source of waste arisings
is unknown and may originate from outside the plan
area.
4. To conserve and (-ve) Impact on N/A High--medium-Hew-/ no | (0) There are no designated heritage assets or locally
enhance the historic heritage assets; effect /depends-oenuse | |isted buildings within or adjacent to the area. As a

environment, heritage
assets and their
settings

impact on settings

result, the use of the area for waste management
development is unlikely to have a significant impact on
the objective.
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5. To maintain and

(+ve) Will

High-Lmedium-/ low Lne

(-) The area is not within the Green Belt or Ancient

Protect existing green

enhance the quality development be effect/depends-ontse | Woodland. It is not within or adjacent to any area infrastructure features or
and character of North | sympathetic designated for its local landscape importance. The area secure appropriate
London’s townscapes (+ve/-ve) Impact on is however adjacent to a golf course and a park. replacement landscaping /
and landscapes landscape / planting.

townscape character The area is currently over grown with trees and

(-ve) Openness of vegetation and its redevelopment for a waste

Green Belt; effect on management facility would be likely to result in the loss

open space of a significant number of trees and could have some

impact on the impact on the local landscape/townscape.

6. To maintain, protect | (+ve) Scope for High/ medium Hew-/re | (0) The area is not part of an internationally designated Any planning application
and enhance habitat creation or effect/dependsontuse | site or located within a SSSI. would, if necessary, be

biodiversity, protected
species, habitats,
geodiversity and
features of geological
interest

restoration

(-ve) Impact on
nationally protected
species / habitats;
impact on or loss of
BAP priority habitats
and species

() It is within a Borough Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINCs) and, although it previously
contained a sewage treatment works, the area has
almost completely revegetated and contains numerous
mature trees. The use of the area for a waste
management facility is likely to result in the loss of trees
and other features that provide habitat. As such,
developing the site for a waste management facility
could have a negative impact on the objective.

(+) The use of the area for a waste management facility
could provide an opportunity to decontaminate the site
and enhance biodiversity.

accompanied by a
suitable assessment of
the ecological value of the
site/surrounding area and
the impact of the
proposed use on this
ecological value.

Retention of mature trees.

Habitat replacement.

7. To reduce and
manage flood risk

(+ve) Avoidance of
inappropriate
dev'ment in flood risk
areas; reduce flood
risk through SuDS /
other measures

(-ve) Exacerbate
vulnerability to
flooding

High-L-medium-/ low Lne

(0) The area is entirely within Flood Zone 1 and is not
within an area that has been identified as being
susceptible to surface water flooding.

(?) Although the area has historically been used as a
sewage works, it is substantially revegitated and the
redevelopment of the site could increase the proportion
of the area that is covered by impermeable surfaces and
therefore increase surface water runoff.

(+) The development of a waste management facility in
the area may provide opportunities to manage the risk of
surface water flooding through the use of SuDS or other
appropriate techniques

8. To adapt to, and
reduce the impacts of
climate change

(+ve) Reduction of
vulnerability to
climate change
events

effeet! depends on use

(0) The area is entirely within Flood Zone 1 and is not
within an area that has been identified as being
susceptible to surface water flooding.

(-) The use of the area for a waste facility would result in
the loss of green infrastructure which could help alleviate
the impacts of higher summer temperatures expected as
a result of climate change.

Incorporate appropriate
boundary treatments /
landscaping.
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9. To reduce climate
change contributions,
promote energy
efficiency and
increase use of
energy from
sustainable sources

(+ve) Reduce waste-
related car/lorry trips;
increase sustainable
transport use
(+vel/-ve) Impact on
greenhouse gas
generation

High-Fmedium-How-/-no
effect! depends on use

(+) The proposed function could contribute to reduced
emissions provided the site serves a relatively localised
catchment and helps to raise recycling and/or recovery
rates thereby reducing the proportion of waste going to
landfill and associated methane emissions [quite likely,
but depends on waste use]

(?) There is little apparent scope for waste to be
transported to the site by sustainable modes of
transport. As such, any facility is likely to be reliant upon
transporting waste by road. Nevertheless, any facility
could help ensure that North London’s waste is
managed close to its source thereby reducing ‘waste
miles’ and associated emissions. However, there is
limited certainty about this impact as the source of waste
arisings is unknown and may originate from outside the
plan area.

10. To protect and
improve air, water and
soil quality

(+ve) Improvement of
water quality; support
land remediation
(+vel-ve) Impact on
road congestion

(-ve) Air quality
impact; impact on
soil quality;
groundwater quality
impact

High-Lmedium-/ low fne

(+) Although the site has previously been a sewage
works, the remains of the permanent structure or fixed
surface structure have seemingly blended into the
landscape in the process of time and, as such, it is
unlikely to be considered to be previously developed
land. Nevertheless, it is understood that the historical
use of the area as a sewage works has resulted in some
ground contamination and the redevelopment of the site
would provide the opportunity to address this
contamination

(+) Bounds Green Brook lies 40m north of the site, a
pond lies 10m to the west of the site and an unnamed
water course is 20m south of the site. The
redevelopment of the site may present opportunities to
remediate land contamination which could also have a
positive impact on the quality of this watercourse. It is
however acknowledged that it is uncertain whether any
contamination on the site is having an impact on the
quality of nearby watercourses.

(?) The site is within an Air Quality Management Area
but it is not located in or close to an Air Quality Focus
Area as defined by GLA. Any proposed waste facility
would generate vehicular traffic which could impact on
congestion and adversely affect air quality. Scale of
impact would be dependent on whether the facility
handled locally-arising waste or whether it serves a
wider catchment. In addition, the north circular is to the
north of the site. It is therefore uncertain whether any
increase in traffic, and associated emissions, would be
significant in comparison to the existing situation.

(-) Depending on the use, there could be some risk of
dust emissions [limited likelihood but depends on use]

Any impact on air quality could
have secondary effects on health,
particularly amongst those who
suffer from respiratory illnesses.
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11. To manage waste
sustainability,
maximise self-
sufficiency in the
management of waste,
minimise production
of waste and increase
re-use, recycling and
recovery rates

(+ve) Minimise waste
generation; promote
sustainable waste
management; help to
move management
up the Waste
Hierarchy

effect! depends on use

(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure
that there are sufficient waste management facilities to
meet the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would
therefore help divert waste from landfill. As such, it has
the potential to have a positive impact on the objective.
The extent to which a waste management facility in the
area would move waste up the Waste Hierarchy, and by
extension the degree of impact on the objective, would
dependent on the type of facility that would be located in
the area. Policy 3 of the draft NLWP does however
specify that waste management development in this
area should result in highest practicable level of
recycling and recovery materials in line with the
principles of the Waste Hierarchy.

(+) Reduced need to identify sites
for landfill within the Plan area or
use existing landfills outside it.

Policy 3 of the draft
NLWP will ensure that
any waste management
facility on the site results
in highest practicable
level of recycling and
recovery materials in line
with the principles of the
Waste Hierarchy.

12. To ensure efficient
use of land and
natural resources and
the sustainable use of
existing resources

(+ve) Use of
previously developed
buildings / land;
incorporate or
encourage water
efficiency

(-ve) Effect on water
demand

effect! depends on use

(-)Although the area has previously been a sewage
works, the remains of the permanent / fixed surface
structures have seemingly blended into the landscape in
the process of time and, as such, it is unlikely to be
considered to be previously developed land. As such,
the use of the area for a waste facility would result in the
loss of greenfield land.

(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and would help
promote the reuse and recycling of waste thereby
contributing to the efficient and sustainable use of
resources. The extent to which the use of the area for
waste management would move waste up the Waste
Hierarchy would however depend on the type of facility
[depends on use].

(?) Effect on water demand is uncertain and would
depend on the type of waste management facility.

13. To encourage
sustainable economic
growth, exploit the
growth potential of
business sectors and
improve productivity
and competitiveness
of local waste industry

(+ve) Encourage
local economic
growth thro’ provision
of adequate waste
facilities; enable new
and innovative waste
management
technologies; scope
to diversify local
waste sector;
promotion of waste
minimisation; help to
maximise value
recovery

High-/ medium How-/ne
effect/-depends-on-use

(+) The use of the area for waste management would
encourage local economic growth through the provision
of adequate waste facilities and would provide scope to
diversify local waste sector and could help maximise
value recovery.
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14. To reduce (+ve) Support for X | High-tmedium/ low /re | (+) The area is not within a regeneration area. It is Secondary impacts on deprivation. +

economic disparities, | (and creation of) a effect/depends-ontse | however presently vacant and it use for a waste

unemployment and broad range of management facility would provide employment

deprivation employment opportunities. As a result, the proposed use of the area
opportunities could help reduce unemployment and thereby have a

positive impact on the objective. Nevertheless, the
number of new employment opportunities that would be
created would depend on the nature of the facility and
whether it is occupied by a new venture rather than the
expansion/re-location of an existing business. As a
result, there is only a low level of certainty that any
impact on the objective would be significant.

Summary of Assessment

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help move waste up the Waste Hierarchy
and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and could also support the creation of additional employment opportunities. The allocation
therefore has the potential to have a positive effect on the objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and reducing unemployment. In addition, as the redevelopment of the site may
present opportunities to remediate land contamination, the proposed allocation also has the potential to have a positive impact on the objective that relates to protecting air, water and soil quality.

The proximity to sensitive receptors does however mean that there is the potential for a facility in this area to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. Enforcing appropriate controls through planning conditions and
environmental permitting are therefore likely to be key mitigation measures. The area, although it previously accommodated a sewage treatment works, has been significantly revegitated, contains a number of mature trees and is
designated as a SINC. As a result, its redevelopment has the potential to have some negative impact on the objectives that relate to biodiversity, green infrastructure, townscape character and adapting to climate change. Incorporating
appropriate boundary treatments / landscaping, protecting existing green infrastructure features, undertaking appropriate ecological surveys and creating replacement habitat are likely to be important mitigation measures.

The proposed allocation would have an uncertain impact on the objectives that relate to sustainable transport, flood risk, reducing contributions to climate change and ensuring the efficient use of land and natural resources.
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Site name:

Argall Avenue (SEA5)

A24-WF

Site reference:

Date of visit:

12 August 2014 [am]
25" June 2018

Assessor:

MM /IM [ JP
MH / CW

A e e amewo P ane e aracte 0 pa Addltiona pa
A ODbje e aluatlio erla allo erta ale O pDa econda d e A e ope o
erg Jatlo
0-5 yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect people’s | (-ve) Amenity impacts X (-) The area is immediately adjacent to residential Secondary impacts on quality of life | Enforce appropriate
health, communities from dust, effect/ depends on use | properties. As a result, there are sensitive receptors and perceptions of the area. controls through planning
and local particulates, noise, within the vicinity. conditions and
environmental quality | vibration, visual Development of waste environmental permitting.
er(;er!r;ttggfa\;jv\gie amenity, light pollution The area is occupied by existing industrial uses. management facilities in the area
management However, depending on the use, there could be some could genera.te.cumulatlve impacts | Ensure that only enclosgd
scope for a waste management facility to introduce new | a@longside existing employment facilities are developed in
impacts (such as odour, vermin, etc.) on amenity. There | Uses in the vicinity. the parts of the area that
could also be some increase in dust and emissions from are adjacent to sensitive
traffic accessing the area. It is however uncertain receptors.
whether a waste facility would generate more traffic/dust
than existing industrial uses in the area and conditions
could be used to mitigate other impacts. The extent to
which a facility would impact on amenity could also
depend on which part of the area it is located on.
2. To maintain green (+vel-ve) Impact on N/A High-/medium-Hew-/ no | (0) Walthamstow Marshes Metropolitan Open Land is
infrastructure and open space effect fdepends-ontse | adjacent to the area. However, the area is already in
open space (-ve) reduction of use as an industrial estate and directing waste
public access; effect management facilities to it is unlikely to have a
on green significant impact upon the objective.
infrastructure
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce distance X | High+medidm/ low /R | () The area is not located in close proximity to a Secondary impact on greenhouse
sustainable modes of | waste travels; reduce effect/dependsontse | navigable waterway or wharf. Although there is a gas emissions from the transport
transport, reduce the | waste-related car/lorry railway line to the west, it is separated from the area by | sector and air quality.
need to travel and trips; increase use of existing highways infrastructure and there are no
improve choice of sustainable transport sidings in this location. As such, any waste
more sustainable (+ve/-ve) Impact on management facility is likely to be reliant upon
transport modes road congestion transporting waste by road.
(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area could
however reduce the need for waste to be transported
outside of the Plan area. This could have a positive
impact on the element of the objective that relates to
reducing the need to travel. However, there is a low
level of certainty of this impact as the source of waste
arisings is unknown and may originate from outside the
plan area.
4.To conserve and (-ve) Impact on N/A High-/-medism-Hew-/ no | (0) The area is an existing industrial estate and there
enhance the historic | heritage assets; effect /deperds-enuse | are no designated heritage assets or locally listed

environment, heritage
assets and their
settings

impact on settings

buildings within or adjacent to it. As a result, directing
waste management development to this area is unlikely
to have a significant impact on the objective.
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5. To maintain and
enhance the quality
and character of
North London’s
townscapes and
landscapes

(+ve) Will
development be
sympathetic
(+ve/-ve) Impact on
landscape /
townscape character
(-ve) Openness of
Green Belt; effect on
open space

N/A

High-Fmedium-How-/ no
effect /depends-on-use

(0) The area is not within the Green Belt or Ancient
Woodland. Walthamstow Marshes Metropolitan Open
Land is adjacent to the area. However, the area is an
existing industrial estate. Therefore the proposed use of
the area for additional waste facilities is unlikely to
impact upon the character of this area.

(0) The area comprises of existing industrial /
employment units. Directing waste management
facilities to this location is therefore unlikely to have a
significant impact on the townscape provided that the
facility is housed in structures which are similar in scale
and design. The exact impact would however depend on
the nature of the facility.

6. To maintain,

(+ve) Scope for

High-Lmedium-/ low fne

(-) Low Hall Farm is a local Site of Importance for Nature

Any planning application

protect and enhance | habitat creation or effect/dependsontse | Conservation (SINC) which is adjacent to east of the would, if necessary, be
biodiversity, restoration area. Although the area is already in use as an industrial accompanied by a
protected species, (-ve) Impact on estate, a waste management facility in the area could suitable assessment of
habitats, geodiversity | nationally protected introduce new impacts and adversely affect this SINC. It the ecological value of the
and features of species / habitats; is however recognised that, in the absence of site/surrounding area and
geological interest impact on or loss of appropriate ecological surveys, there is only a limited the impact of the
BAP priority habitats level of certainty about any such impact. In addition, it is proposed use on this
and species acknowledged that the likelihood of any impact could ecological value.
also depend on which part of the area any waste
management facility was located in. Implement appropriate
measures to improve the
(?) Although the area is an existing industrial estate, in biodiversity value of the
the absence of appropriate ecological surveys it is not site.
known whether it contains any protected species or
habitats or whether there is any scope for habitat
creation.
7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance of High-/ medium Hew-/-ne | (- -) The majority of the area is within Flood Zone 2 and Any planning application
manage flood risk inappropriate effect/dependsontse | 3. As such, any waste facility directed to this location would, if necessary, be
dev’'ment in flood risk would be at a medium/high risk of flooding. accompanied by a
areas; reduce flood suitable Flood Risk
risk through SuDS / Assessment.
other measures
Incorporate SuDS or other
(-ve) Exacerbate techniques to manage
vulnerability to surface water runoff.
flooding
Application of the
Sequential Test.
8. To adapt to, and (+ve) Reduction of High/ medium Hew-/re | (- -) The majority of the area is within Flood Zone 2 and Any planning application
reduce the impacts of | vulnerability to climate effect/dependsontse | 3. As such, any waste facility directed to this location would, if necessary, be

climate change

change events

would be at a medium/high risk of flooding.

(0) The use of the area for a waste facility would be
unlikely to result in the loss of green infrastructure or any
other features that could help alleviate the impacts of
higher summer temperatures expected as a result of
climate change.

accompanied by a
suitable Flood Risk
Assessment.

Incorporate SuDS or other
techniques to manage
surface water runoff.
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9. To reduce climate
change contributions,
promote energy
efficiency and
increase use of
energy from
sustainable sources

(+ve) Reduce waste-
related car/lorry trips;
increase sustainable
transport use
(+vel-ve) Impact on
greenhouse gas
generation

High-Fmedium-How-/-no
effect! depends on use

(+) The proposed function could contribute to reduced
emissions provided the site serves a relatively localised
catchment and helps to raise recycling and/or recovery
rates thereby reducing the proportion of waste going to
landfill and associated methane emissions [quite likely,
but depends on waste use]

(+) There is scope for waste to be transported to the
area by sustainable modes of transport through rail.

10. To protect and
improve air, water
and soil quality

(+ve) Improvement of
water quality; support
land remediation
(+ve/-ve) Impact on
road congestion

(-ve) Air quality
impact; impact on soil
quality; groundwater
quality impact

effect! depends on use

(?)The site is previously developed land. It is not
contaminated as defined under Part 2A of the
Environmental Protection Act but may contain
contamination that would need to be remediated prior to
re-development.

(-)The area is underlain by a Secondary A Aquifer within
the Bedrock. Mitigation measures would need to be
incorporated to ensure ground water is not adversely
affected by waste facility development.

(-) The area is within an Air Quality Management Area
and is partly within an Air Quality Focus Area which
covers a section of Lea Bridge Road. Any proposed
waste facility would generate vehicular traffic which
could impact on congestion and adversely affect air
quality. The extent of this impact would be dependent on
the proposed use and whether this generated a greater
volume of traffic than the existing use. Scale of impact
would also be dependent on whether the facility handled
locally-arising waste or whether it serves a wider
catchment.

(-) Depending on the use, there could be some risk of
dust emissions [limited likelihood but depends on use]

Any impact on air quality could have
secondary effects on health,
particularly amongst those who suffer
from respiratory illnesses.

Development of waste management
facilities in the area could generate
cumulative impacts alongside
existing employment uses in the
vicinity.

Allocate area for
enclosed waste uses
only

Ensure appropriate
measures are
incorporated to prevent
any contamination of
groundwater or adjacent
watercourses.

Negative air pressure
and rapid-closure doors
on any enclosed facility
in the area.

Dust suppression and
other measures such as
wheel-washing.

11. To manage waste
sustainability,
maximise self-
sufficiency in the
management of
waste, minimise
production of waste
and increase re-use,
recycling and
recovery rates

(+ve) Minimise waste
generation; promote
sustainable waste
management; help to
move management up
the Waste Hierarchy

effeet! depends on use

(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure
that there are sufficient waste management facilities to
meet the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would
therefore help divert waste from landfill. As such, it has
the potential to have a positive impact on the objective.
The extent to which a waste management facility in the
area would move waste up the Waste Hierarchy, and by
extension the degree of impact on the objective, would
dependent on the type of facility that would be located in
the area. Policy 3 of the draft NLWP does however
specify that waste management development in this
area should result in highest practicable level of
recycling and recovery materials in line with the
principles of the Waste Hierarchy.

(+) Reduced need to identify sites for
landfill within the Plan area or use
existing landfills outside it.

Policy 3 of the draft
NLWP will ensure that
any waste management
facility in the area
results in highest
practicable level of
recycling and recovery
materials in line with the
principles of the Waste
Hierarchy.
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12. To ensure efficient
use of land and
natural resources and
the sustainable use of
existing resources

(+ve) Use of
previously developed
buildings / land;
incorporate or
encourage water
efficiency

(-ve) Effect on water
demand

High-Fmedium-How-/-no
effect! depends on use

(+) The area comprises entirely of previously developed
land and directing waste management facilities to this
location would therefore help ensure the efficient use of
land [inevitable].

(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and would help
promote the reuse and recycling of waste thereby
contributing to the efficient and sustainable use of
resources. The extent to which the use of the area for
waste management would move waste up the Waste
Hierarchy would however depend on the type of facility
[depends on use].

(?) Effect on water demand is uncertain and would
depend on the type of waste management facility
[depends on use].

(+) Reduced need to identify sites for
landfill within the Plan area or use
existing landfills outside it.

13. To encourage
sustainable economic
growth, exploit the
growth potential of
business sectors and
improve productivity
and competitiveness
of local waste
industry

(+ve) Encourage local
economic growth thro’
provision of adequate
waste facilities; enable
new and innovative
waste management
technologies; scope to
diversify local waste
sector; promotion of
waste minimisation;
help to maximise
value recovery

High- medium How-/tneo
effect /- depends-on-use

(+) The use of the area for waste management would
encourage local economic growth through the provision
of adequate waste facilities and would provide scope to
diversify local waste sector and could help maximise
value recovery.

14. To reduce
economic disparities,
unemployment and
deprivation

(+ve) Support for (and
creation of) a broad
range of employment
opportunities

High-Lmedium-/ low Lne

(?) The use of the area for waste management could
create employment opportunities and contribute towards
reducing unemployment. Nevertheless, the number of
new employment opportunities that would be created
would depend on the nature of the facility and whether it
is occupied by a new venture rather than the
expansion/re-location of an existing business.

In addition, the area appears to be fully occupied. As a
result, the provision of a waste management facility in
the area may result in the displacement of an existing
employment use. The impact on the objective is
therefore considered to be uncertain.

Secondary impacts on deprivation.
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Summary of Assessment

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help move waste up the Waste Hierarchy
and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to
have a positive effect on the objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and ensuring the efficient use of land and resources. It also has the potential to have some positive impact on
the objective of reducing contributions to climate change.

The proximity to sensitive receptors does however mean that there is the potential for a facility in this area to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. Enforcing appropriate controls through planning conditions and
environmental permitting are therefore likely to be key mitigation measures. Due to the proximity of the area to a designated SINC, the proposed allocation could have a negative effect on the objective of protecting biodiversity.
Undertaking appropriate ecological surveys and implementing appropriate measures to improve the biodiversity value of the site are likely to be important mitigation measures. There could also be a negative impact on the objective of
protecting air, water and soil quality. The extent of impact on this objective would be dependent on the nature of the proposed waste management facility but the use of measures such as negative air pressure and rapid-closure doors on
any enclosed facility on the site could help mitigate impacts. In addition, as parts of the area are at a medium/high risk of flooding, the proposed allocation would also have a significant negative impact on the objectives that relate to
reducing flood risk and adapting to climate change. The completion of a suitable Flood Risk Assessment, application of the Sequential Test and the incorporation of SuDS or other techniques to manage surface water runoff will be key
mitigation measures.

The proposed allocation could also have an uncertain impact on the objective relating to sustainable transport.
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Bartrip Street LSIS Site reference: LLDC1-HC PEVCYIAUE IS 27" October 2014 Assessor: JM
[am/pm]
MH / CW
25" June 2018
ASSe e amewo Pe anence aracte 0 pa Additiona pa
A ODbje e aluatio erlia allo eria alé O pDa econda a e A S ope o
erg Jatlo
0-5yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect people’s | (-ve) Amenity impacts X High--medivm-How-/ (-) Residential properties and a church are in close Secondary impacts on quality of life Enforce appropriate
health, communities from dust, no-effeet/ depends on | proximity to the area. There is also a proposed gypsy and perceptions of the area. controls through planning
and local particulates, noise, use and traveller site allocation in the LLDC Local Plan to the conditions and
environmental quality | vibration, visual south of the area. As a result, there are sensitive environmental permitting.
from the adverse amenity, light receptors within the vicinity.
effects of waste pollution Ensure that only enclosed
management The area contains small scale industrial, storage and facilities are developed in
distribution uses. However, depending on the use, there the parts of the area that
could be some scope for a waste facility to introduce are adjacent to sensitive
new impacts (odour, vermin) on amenity. There could receptors.
also be increases in dust and emissions from traffic
accessing the area. It is however uncertain whether a
waste facility would generate more traffic than the
existing uses of the site and conditions could be used to
mitigate other impacts. As such, there is only a low level
of certainty that the use of the area for waste
management would have a significant impact on the
objective.
2. To maintain green | (+ve/-ve) Impact on N/A High--medivm-Hew-/ | (0) The area contains small scale industrial, storage and
infrastructure and open space no effect ~depends-er | distribution uses. There is Metropolitan Open Land
open space (-ve) reduction of use 100m from the north west tip of the area but this is
public access; effect separated by built development. The proposed use of
on green the area for waste facilities is therefore unlikely to impact
infrastructure on open space or green infrastructure.
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce X | High-I-medium-/low/ | (-) The area is not located in close proximity to a Secondary impact on greenhouse
sustainable modes of | distance waste neo-effect/-depends-on | navigable waterway or wharf. A railway line is adjacent | gas emissions from the transport
use

transport, reduce the
need to travel and
improve choice of
more sustainable
transport modes

travels; reduce
waste-related
car/lorry trips;
increase use of
sustainable transport
(+vel/-ve) Impact on
road congestion

to the north and east of the area but there are no sidings
in this location. As such, any facility is likely to be reliant
upon transporting waste by road.

(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area could
however reduce the need for waste to be transported
outside of the Plan area. This could have a positive
impact on the element of the objective that relates to
reducing the need to travel. However, there is a low level
of certainty of this impact as the source of waste arisings
is unknown and may originate from outside the plan
area.

sector and air quality

North London Waste Plan — SA/SEA Report — Appendix 5

v62 abed



4. To conserve and (-ve) Impact on X | Hightmediumf low/ | (0) There are four listed buildings within 100m of the area | Secondary impacts on the image of | Ensure appropriate
enhance the historic | heritage assets; no-effect-depends-on | to the north east: Grade Il listed Church of St Mary of the area. heritage impact
environment, heritage | impact on settings use Eton with St Augustine, Grade Il listed Eton House, assessments are
assets and their Grade Il listed Mission Hall to North of Church of St undertaken and that the
settings Mary of Eton and Grade Il listed Tower to North of design of any built facility
Church of St Mary of Eton. The development of a waste is sympathetic to the
management facility in the area could have a negative setting of these heritage
impact on the setting of these heritage assets. In assets.
addition, there is a registered park and garden
conservation area — Victoria Park, to the south.
Nevertheless the area already contains industrial,
storage and distribution uses and is separated from
these heritage assets by a railway line. As such, there is
only a low level of certainty that waste management
facilities in this area would have a significant impact on
their setting.
5. To maintain and (+ve) Will N/A High--medism-Hew-/ | (0) The area is not within the Green Belt or Ancient
enhance the quality development be no effect /depends-en | Woodland. Metropolitan Open Land lies 100m from the
and character of sympathetic use north west point of the site. However, this is separated
North London’s (+ve/-ve) Impact on from the area by built development.
townscapes and |andscape/
landscapes townscape character (0) The area comprises of existing industrial /
(-ve) Openness of employment units. Directing waste management
Green Belt; effect on facilities to this location is therefore unlikely to have a
open space significant impact on the townscape provided that the
facility is housed in structures which are similar in scale
and design. The exact impact would however depend on
the nature of the facility.
6. To maintain, (+ve) Scope for X High--medium-/low/ | (0) The area is not part of an internationally designated Any planning application
protect and enhance | habitat creation or no-effect-depends-on | site or located within a SSSI. It is also not within or would, if necessary, be
biodiversity, restoration use adjacent to a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation accompanied by a
protected species, (-ve) Impact on (SINCs) (Metropolitan, Borough or Local). suitable assessment of
habitats, geodiversity | nationally protected the ecological value of the
and features of species / habitats; (?) Although the area is an existing employment area, in site/surrounding area and
geological interest impact on or loss of the absence of appropriate ecological surveys it is not the impact of the
BAP priority habitats known whether the area contains any protected species proposed use on this
and species or habitats or whether there is any scope for habitat ecological value.
creation.
7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance of X | High+ medium Hew-/ | (.) Part of the area is within Flood Zone 2 and, as such, Any planning application
manage flood risk inappropriate ne-effect/dependson | any waste management facility in this part of the area would, if necessary, be
dev'ment in flood risk use

areas; reduce flood
risk through SuDS /
other measures

(-ve) Exacerbate
vulnerability to
flooding

would be considered to be at a medium risk of flooding.

(-) Parts of the area are at a high risk of surface water
flooding. However, as the area is already developed, it is
uncertain whether the use of the site for a waste facility
would increase the proportion of the site that is covered
by impermeable surfaces and whether it would
exacerbate surface water flooding. Redeveloping the
site for a waste facility may also provide opportunities to
manage the risk of surface water flooding through the
use of SuDS or other appropriate techniques.

accompanied by a
suitable Flood Risk
Assessment.

Incorporate SuDS or other
techniques to manage
surface water runoff.

Application of the
Sequential Test.
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8. To adapt to, and
reduce the impacts of
climate change

(+ve) Reduction of
vulnerability to
climate change
events

High-Fmedivm-How-/
no-effect! depends on
use

(0) The use of the area for a waste facility would be
unlikely to result in the loss of green infrastructure or any
other features that could help alleviate the impacts of
higher summer temperatures expected as a result of
climate change.

(-) Part of the area is within Flood Zone 2 and as such
any waste facility would be considered to be at a
medium risk of flooding. Parts of the area are also at a
high risk of surface water flooding.

Any planning application
would, if necessary, be
accompanied by a
suitable Flood Risk
Assessment.

Incorporate SuDS or other
techniques to manage
surface water runoff.

9. To reduce climate
change contributions,
promote energy
efficiency and
increase use of
energy from
sustainable sources

(+ve) Reduce waste-
related car/lorry trips;
increase sustainable
transport use
(+ve/-ve) Impact on
greenhouse gas
generation

High---medivm-How/
no-effect! depends on
use

(+) The proposed function could contribute to reduced
emissions provided the site serves a relatively localised
catchment and helps to raise recycling and/or recovery
rates thereby reducing the proportion of waste going to
landfill and associated methane emissions [quite likely,
but depends on waste use]

(?) There is little apparent scope for waste to be
transported to the site by sustainable modes of
transport. As such, any facility is likely to be reliant upon
transporting waste by road. Nevertheless, any facility
could help ensure that North London’s waste is
managed close to its source thereby reducing ‘waste
miles’ and associated emissions. However, there is
limited certainty about this impact as the source of waste
arisings is unknown and may originate from outside the
plan area.

(+)The site is partly within Hackney Wick potential
Decentralised Energy area. The use of the site for a
waste facility could support this aspiration and thereby
help meet London Mayoral Targets for decentralised
energy and help reduce contributions to climate change.
Whether any waste facility would contribute to this would
however depend on the use and, given the relatively
small size of the area, it is considered that there is only a
limited likelihood of this [limited likelihood, but depends
on waste use].

North London Waste Plan — SA/SEA Report — Appendix 5

96¢ abed



10. To protect and
improve air, water
and soil quality

(+ve) Improvement of
water quality; support
land remediation
(+ve/-ve) Impact on
road congestion

(-ve) Air quality
impact; impact on soil
quality; groundwater
quality impact

High-/ medium How-/
no-effect/ dependson

use

(?)The site is previously developed land. It is not
contaminated as defined under Part 2A of the
Environmental Protection Act but may contain
contamination that would need to be remediated prior to
re-development.

(-)The area is within Source Protection Zones 1 and 2.
The bedrock and superficial deposits underlying site are
both designated as Secondary A Aquifer
(undifferentiated). Mitigation measures would need to be
incorporated to ensure ground water is not adversely
affected by waste facility development.

(-)The area is within an Air Quality Management Area
and an Air Quality Focus Area as defined by GLA is
located 75m west of the site. Any proposed waste facility
would generate vehicular traffic which could impact on
congestion and adversely affect air quality. However, the
extent of this impact would depend on the proposed use
and whether it generated a greater volume of traffic than
the existing use. Scale of impact would also be
dependent on whether the facility handled locally-arising
waste or served a wider catchment.

(-) Depending on the use, there could be some risk of
dust emissions [limited likelihood but depends on use]

Any impact on air quality could have
secondary effects on health,
particularly amongst those who suffer
from respiratory illnesses.

Development of waste management
facilities in the area could generate
cumulative impacts alongside
existing employment uses in the
vicinity.

Allocate area for enclosed
waste uses only

Ensure appropriate
measures are
incorporated to prevent
any contamination of
groundwater or adjacent
watercourses.

Negative air pressure and
rapid-closure doors on
any enclosed facility in the
area.

Dust suppression and
other measures such as
wheel-washing.

11. To manage waste
sustainability,
maximise self-
sufficiency in the
management of
waste, minimise
production of waste
and increase re-use,
recycling and
recovery rates

(+ve) Minimise waste
generation; promote
sustainable waste
management; help to
move management
up the Waste
Hierarchy

High--medivm-How/
no-effect! depends on
use

(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure
that there are sufficient waste management facilities to
meet the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would
therefore help divert waste from landfill. As such, it has
the potential to have a positive impact on the objective.
The extent to which a waste management facility in the
area would move waste up the Waste Hierarchy, and by
extension the degree of impact on the objective, would
dependent on the type of facility that would be located in
the area. Policy 3 of the draft NLWP does however
specify that waste management development in this
area should result in highest practicable level of
recycling and recovery materials in line with the
principles of the Waste Hierarchy.

(+) Reduced need to identify sites for
landfill within the Plan area or use
existing landfills outside it.

Policy 3 of the draft
NLWP will ensure that
any waste management
facility in the area results
in highest practicable
level of recycling and
recovery materials in line
with the principles of the
Waste Hierarchy.
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12. To ensure efficient
use of land and
natural resources and
the sustainable use of
existing resources

(+ve) Use of
previously developed
buildings / land;
incorporate or
encourage water
efficiency

(-ve) Effect on water
demand

High-Fmedivm-How-/
no-effect! depends on
use

(+) The area comprises entirely of previously developed
land and directing waste management facilities to this
location would therefore help ensure the efficient use of
land [inevitable].

(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and would help
promote the reuse and recycling of waste thereby
contributing to the efficient and sustainable use of
resources. The extent to which the use of the area for
waste management would move waste up the Waste
Hierarchy would however depend on the type of facility
[depends on use].

(?) Effect on water demand is uncertain and would
depend on the type of waste management facility
[depends on use].

(+) Reduced need to identify sites for
landfill within the Plan area or use
existing landfills outside it.

13. To encourage
sustainable economic
growth, exploit the
growth potential of
business sectors and
improve productivity
and competitiveness
of local waste
industry

(+ve) Encourage local
economic growth
thro’ provision of
adequate waste
facilities; enable new
and innovative waste
management
technologies; scope
to diversify local
waste sector;
promotion of waste
minimisation; help to
maximise value
recovery

High+ medium Heow-/
no-effect/ dependson

use

(+) The use of the area for waste management would
encourage local economic growth through the provision
of adequate waste facilities and would provide scope to
diversify local waste sector and could help maximise
value recovery.

14. To reduce
economic disparities,
unemployment and
deprivation

(+ve) Support for
(and creation of) a
broad range of
employment
opportunities

High-Lmedium-/ low /

(?) The use of the area for waste management could
create employment opportunities and contribute towards
reducing unemployment. Nevertheless, the number of
new employment opportunities that would be created
would depend on the nature of the facility and whether it
is occupied by a new venture rather than the
expansion/re-location of an existing business.

In addition, the area appears to be largely occupied. As
a result, the provision of a waste management facility in
the area may result in the displacement of an existing
employment use. The impact on the objective is
therefore considered to be uncertain.

Secondary impacts on deprivation.
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Summary of Assessment

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help move waste up the Waste Hierarchy
and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to
have a positive effect on the objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and ensuring the efficient use of land and resources. It also has the potential to have some positive impact on
the objective of reducing contributions to climate change.

The proximity of the area to sensitive receptors does however mean that there is the potential for a facility in this area to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. Enforcing appropriate controls through planning
conditions and environmental permitting are therefore likely to be key mitigation measures. Due to the proximity of the area to designated heritage assets, waste management development in this location has the potential to have a
negative effect on the objective of conserving the historic environment. A key mitigation measure will be to ensure that appropriate heritage impact assessments are undertaken and that the design of any built facility is sympathetic to the
setting of these heritage assets. Other objectives that the proposed allocation has the potential to have a negative impact on include those which relate to flood risk, adapting to climate change and protecting air, water and soil quality.
The completion of a suitable Flood Risk Assessment, application of the Sequential Test, the incorporation of SUDS or other techniques to manage surface water runoff and the use of measures such as negative air pressure and rapid-
closure doors will be key mitigation measures.

The proposed allocation would have an uncertain impact on the objectives that relate to sustainable transport, biodiversity and unemployment.
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Site at Chapman Road LSIS, formerly Palace Close SIL

LLDC2-HC

Site reference:

Date of visit:

27" October
[am/pm]

25" June 2018

Assessor: JM

MH / CW

ASSe e amewo Pe anence aracte 0 pa Additiona pa
A ODbje e aluatio eria allo eria ale O Pa eCconaad a > a e ope o
erg gatio
0-5 yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect people’s | (-ve) Amenity impacts X High--medium-How/ (-) Part of the area is a permanent gypsy and traveller Secondary impacts on quality of life Enforce appropriate
health, communities from dust, no-effect/ depends on | sjte and there are other residential properties to the and perceptions of the area. controls through planning
and local particulates, noise, use north of the area. As a result, there are sensitive conditions and
environmental quality | vibration, visual receptors within the vicinity. environmental permitting.
from the adverse amenity, light
effects of waste pollution Although part of the area is occupied by existing Ensure that only enclosed
management industrial/ employment uses, depending on the nature of facilities are developed in
the facility, there could be some scope for a waste the parts of the area that
facility to introduce new impacts (odour, vermin) on are adjacent to sensitive
amenity. There could also be some increase in dust and receptors.
emissions from traffic accessing the site. It is however
uncertain whether a waste facility would generate more
traffic than the existing uses of the site and conditions
could be used to mitigate other impacts.
2. To maintain green | (+ve/-ve) Impact on N/A High-/medium-How-/ | (0) The area is not located within Metropolitan Open
infrastructure and open space no effect /depends-en | Land and does not contain any areas of green/open
open space (-ve) reduction of use space. The proposed use of the area for waste
public access; effect management facilities is therefore unlikely to impact on
on green open space or green infrastructure.
infrastructure
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce X | Hightmediumflow/ | (1) The area is not located in close proximity to a Secondary impact on greenhouse
sustainable modes of | distance waste neo-effect/depends-on | navigable waterway or wharf. Although there is a railway | gas emissions from the transport
transport, reduce the | travels; reduce waste- use line adjacent to the north of the area, there are no sector and air quality.
need to travel and related car/lorry trips; sidings in this location. As a result, any facility is likely to
improve choice of increase use of be reliant upon transporting waste by road.
more sustainable sustainable transport
transport modes (+ve/-ve) Impact on (+) Any waste facility delivered in the area could
road congestion however reduce the need for waste to be transported
outside of the Plan area. This could have a positive
impact on the element of the objective that relates to
reducing the need to travel. However, there is a low level
of certainty of this impact as the source of waste arising
is unknown and may originate from outside the plan
area.
4. To conserve and (-ve) Impact on X (-) There is a Conservation Area situated 30m to the Secondary impacts on the image of Ensure appropriate

enhance the historic
environment, heritage
assets and their
settings

heritage assets;
impact on settings

no-effect/ depends on
use

north and another 140m to the west. Although there are
existing employment uses in the area, the development
of a waste management facility in the area could have a
negative impact on the setting of these heritage assets.
In addition, there is a registered park and garden
conservation area — Victoria Park, to the south.
However, the exact impact would depend on the nature
of this facility.

the area.

heritage impact
assessments are
undertaken and that the
design of any built facility
is sympathetic to the
setting of these heritage
assets.
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N/A

- ; I
no effect depends-on

use

5. To maintain and (+ve) Will

enhance the quality development be

and character of sympathetic

North London’s (+vel-ve) Impact on
townscapes and landscape /
landscapes townscape character

(-ve) Openness of
Green Belt; effect on

(0) The area is not within the Green Belt or Ancient
Woodland or Metropolitan Open Land.

(0) The site comprises mainly of existing industrial units.
As a consequence, directing waste facilities to this area

is unlikely to have a significant impact on the townscape.
The exact impact would however depend on the use.

open space
6. To maintain, (+ve) Scope for X High-/medium-/low/ | (0) The area is not part of an internationally designated Any planning application
protect and enhance | habitat creation or no-effect-depends-on | site or located within a SSSI. It is also not within or would, if necessary, be
biodiversity, restoration use adjacent to a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation accompanied by a
protected species, (-ve) Impact on (SINCs) (Metropolitan, Borough or Local). suitable assessment of
habitats, geodiversity | nationally protected the ecological value of the
and features of species / habitats; (?) In the absence of appropriate ecological surveys, it is site/surrounding area and
geological interest impact on or loss of not known whether the site contains any protected the impact of the
BAP priority habitats species or habitats or whether there is any scope for proposed use on this
and species habitat creation. ecological value.
7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance of High-/ medium Hew-/ | (.) Part of the area is within Flood Zone 2 and, as such, Any planning application
manage flood risk inappropriate no-effect/depends-on | if a waste facility was directed to this part of the area it would, if necessary, be
dev'ment in flood risk use would be at a medium risk of flooding. accompanied by a
areas; reduce flood suitable Flood Risk
risk through SuDS / (-) Parts of the area have been identified as being Assessment.
other measures susceptible to surface water flooding. However, as the
area is already developed, it is uncertain whether Incorporate SuDS or other
(-ve) Exacerbate directing waste facilities to this area would increase the techniques to manage
vulnerability to proportion of the area that is covered by impermeable surface water runoff.
flooding surfaces or exacerbate surface water flooding.
Application of the
(+) The development of a waste management facility in Sequential Test.
the area may provide opportunities to manage the risk of
surface water flooding through the use of SuDS or other
appropriate techniques
8. To adapt to, and (+ve) Reduction of High--medium-Hew-/ | (0) The use of the area for a waste facility would be Incorporate SuDS or other
reduce the impacts of | vulnerability to ne-effeet/ depends on | unlikely to result in the loss of green infrastructure or any techniques to manage
climate change climate change use other features that could help alleviate the impacts of surface water runoff.
events higher summer temperatures expected as a result of

climate change.

(-) Part of the area is within Flood Zone 2 and, as such,
if a waste facility was directed to this part of the area it
would be at a medium risk of flooding. Parts of the area
have also been identified as being susceptible to surface
water flooding.
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9. To reduce climate

change contributions,

promote energy
efficiency and
increase use of
energy from
sustainable sources

(+ve) Reduce waste-
related car/lorry trips;
increase sustainable
transport use
(+vel-ve) Impact on
greenhouse gas
generation

High-Fmedivm-How-/
no-effect! depends on
use

(+) The proposed function could contribute to reduced
emissions provided the site serves a relatively localised
catchment and helps to raise recycling and/or recovery
rates thereby reducing the proportion of waste going to
landfill and associated methane emissions [quite likely,
but depends on waste use]

(?) There is little apparent scope for waste to be
transported to the site by sustainable modes of
transport. As such, any facility is likely to be reliant upon
transporting waste by road. Nevertheless, any facility
could help ensure that North London’s waste is
managed close to its source thereby reducing ‘waste
miles’ and associated emissions. However, there is
limited certainty about this impact as the source of waste
arisings is unknown and may originate from outside the
plan area.

(+)The area is within Hackney Wick potential
Decentralised Energy area and is approximately 500m
from an existing District Heating Network. The use of the
site for a waste facility could support this aspiration and
thereby help meet London Mayoral Targets for
decentralised energy and help reduce contributions to
climate change. Whether any waste facility would
contribute to this would however depend on the use and,
given the relatively small size of the area, it is
considered that there is only a limited likelihood of this
[limited likelihood, but depends on waste use].

10. To protect and
improve air, water
and soil quality

(+ve) Improvement of
water quality; support
land remediation
(+ve/-ve) Impact on
road congestion

(-ve) Air quality
impact; impact on soil
quality; groundwater
quality impact

High---medivm-How/
no-effect! depends on
use

(?)The site is previously developed land. It is not
contaminated as defined under Part 2A of the
Environmental Protection Act but may contain
contamination that would need to be remediated prior to
re-development. The site is not within or adjacent to a
Principal Aquifers or Source Protection Zone.

(?) The area is within an Air Quality Management Area
but it is not located in or close to an Air Quality Focus
Area as defined by GLA. Any proposed waste facility
would generate vehicular traffic which could impact on
congestion and adversely affect air quality. However, the
extent of this impact would depend on the proposed use
and whether it generated a greater volume of traffic than
the existing use. Scale of impact would also be
dependent on whether the facility handled locally-arising
waste or served a wider catchment.

(-) Depending on the use, there could be some risk of
dust emissions [limited likelihood but depends on use]

Any impact on air quality could have
secondary effects on health,
particularly amongst those who suffer
from respiratory illnesses

Development of waste management
facilities in this area would generate
cumulative impacts alongside
existing (mainly) employment uses in
the vicinity.

Allocate area for enclosed
waste uses only

Negative air pressure and
rapid-closure doors on
any enclosed facility on
the site.

Dust suppression and
other measures such as
wheel-washing.
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11. To manage waste
sustainability,
maximise self-
sufficiency in the
management of
waste, minimise
production of waste
and increase re-use,
recycling and
recovery rates

(+ve) Minimise waste
generation; promote
sustainable waste
management; help to
move management
up the Waste
Hierarchy

High-Fmedivm-How-/
no-effect! depends on
use

(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure
that there are sufficient waste management facilities to
meet the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would
therefore help divert waste from landfill. As such, it has
the potential to have a positive impact on the objective.
The extent to which a waste management facility in the
area would move waste up the Waste Hierarchy, and by
extension the degree of impact on the objective, would
dependent on the type of facility that would be located in
the area. Policy 3 of the draft NLWP does however
specify that waste management development in this
area should result in highest practicable level of
recycling and recovery materials in line with the
principles of the Waste Hierarchy.

(+) Reduced need to identify sites for
landfill within the Plan area or use
existing landfills outside it.

Policy 3 of the draft
NLWP will ensure that
any waste management
facility in the area results
in highest practicable
level of recycling and
recovery materials in line
with the principles of the
Waste Hierarchy.

12. To ensure (+ve) Use of High--medium-Hew-/ | (+) The area comprises of previously developed land (+) Reduced need to identify sites for
efficient use of land previously developed ne-effeet/ depends on | and directing waste management facilities to this landfill within the Plan area or use
and natural resources | buildings / land; use location would therefore help ensure the efficient use of | existing landfills outside it.
and the sustainable incorporate or land [inevitable].
use of existing encourage water
resources efficiency (+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help
(-ve) Effect on water move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and would help
demand promote the reuse and recycling of waste thereby
contributing to the efficient and sustainable use of
resources. The extent to which the use of the area for
waste management would move waste up the Waste
Hierarchy would however depend on the type of facility
[depends on use].
(?) Effect on water demand is uncertain and would
depend on the type of waste management facility
[depends on use].
13. To encourage (+ve) Encourage local High-/ medium Hew-/ | (+) The use of the area for waste management would
sustainable economic | economic growth thro’ ne-effect/-depends-on | encourage local economic growth through the provision
use

growth, exploit the
growth potential of
business sectors and
improve productivity
and competitiveness
of local waste
industry

provision of adequate
waste facilities;
enable new and
innovative waste
management
technologies; scope
to diversify local
waste sector;
promotion of waste
minimisation; help to
maximise value
recovery

of adequate waste facilities and would provide scope to
diversify local waste sector and could help maximise
value recovery.
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14. To reduce (+ve) Support for (and X | Hightmedium/ low/ | (?) The use of the area for waste management could Secondary impacts on deprivation.

economic disparities, | creation of) a broad no-effect-depends-on | create employment opportunities and contribute towards ?
unemployment and range of employment use reducing unemployment. Nevertheless, the number of

deprivation opportunities new employment opportunities that would be created

would depend on the nature of the facility and whether it
is occupied by a new venture rather than the
expansion/re-location of an existing business.

In addition, if any waste management development took
place on the western part of the area it could result in
the displacement of an existing employment use. The
impact on the objective is therefore considered to be
uncertain.

Summary of Assessment

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help move waste up the Waste Hierarchy
and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to
have a positive effect on the objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and ensuring the efficient use of land and resources. It also has the potential to have some positive impact on
the objective of reducing contributions to climate change.

The proximity of the area to sensitive receptors does however mean that there is the potential for a facility in this area to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. Enforcing appropriate controls through planning
conditions and environmental permitting are therefore likely to be key mitigation measures. Due to the proximity of the area to designated heritage assets, waste management development in this location has the potential to have a
negative effect on the objective of conserving the historic environment. A key mitigation measure will be to ensure that appropriate heritage impact assessments are undertaken and that the design of any built facility is sympathetic to the
setting of these heritage assets. Other objectives that the proposed allocation has the potential to have a negative impact on include those which relate to flood risk and adapting to climate change. The completion of a suitable Flood Risk
Assessment, application of the Sequential Test and the incorporation of SuDS or other techniques to manage surface water runoff will be key mitigation measures.

The proposed allocation would have an uncertain impact on the objectives that relate to sustainable transport, biodiversity, unemployment and protecting air, water and soil quality.
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Bus Depot, Temple Mill Lane

LLDCS3-HC

Site reference:

Date of visit:

25" June 2018

CW /MH

Assessor:

ASSe e amewo Permanence aracte 0 pa Additiona pa
A ODbjle e aluatlio eria allo elrta ale O ore econda a e a e ope o
erg Jatlo
0-5 yrs 5-10 yrs >10 yrs [delete as appropriate] Characterise the scale / severity for each impact as necessary
1. To protect people’s | (-ve) Amenity impacts X | Hightmedium-How/ | () There are a number of sensitive receptors within the | Secondary impacts on quality of life | Enforce appropriate
health, communities | from dust, ne-effect/ depends on | yjicinity of the area, including residential properties and and perceptions of the area. controls through planning
and local particulates, noise, use allotments to the north. conditions and
environmental quality vibrati.on, yisual . Development of waste management environmental permitting.
from the adverse amenity, light pollution The area is occupied by a bus depot. However, facilities in the area could generate
effects of waste depending on the use, there could be some scope for a cumulative impacts alongside Ensure that only enclosed
management waste management facility in this area to introduce new | existing employment uses in the facilities are developed in
impacts (such as odour, vermin, etc.) on amenity. There | Vicinity. the parts of the area that
could also be some increase in dust and emissions from are adjacent to sensitive
traffic accessing the area, which could impact on receptors.
amenity. It is however uncertain whether a waste facility
would generate more traffic/dust than existing use of the
site as a bus depot and conditions could be used to
mitigate other impacts. In addition, it is noted that the
sensitive receptors are separated from the site by a
railway line. As such, there is only a low level of certainty
that the proposed use of the site would have a negative
impact on the objective.
2. To maintain green | (+ve/-ve) Impact on N/A High--medivm-Hew-/ | (0) The area is an existing bus depot. It does not contain
infrastructure and open space no effect /depends-en | or immediately adjoin any areas of open space and it is
open space (-ve) reduction of use considered that directing waste uses to this area is
public access; effect unlikely to have a significant impact on green
on green infrastructure or open space.
infrastructure
3. To promote (+ve) Reduce distance X | Hightmedium/ low/ | (1) The area is not located in close proximity to a Secondary impact on greenhouse
sustainable modes of | waste travels; reduce no-effect/-depends-on | navigable waterway or wharf. There is a railway line to gas emissions from the transport
transport, reduce the | waste-related car/lorry use the north of the area. However, there are no sidings at sector and air quality.
need to travel and trips; increase use of this location. As such, any waste management facility in
improve choice of sustainable transport this area is likely to be reliant upon transporting waste by
more sustainable (+vel-ve) Impact on road.
transport modes road congestion
(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area could
however reduce the need for waste to be transported
outside of the Plan area. This could have a positive
impact on the element of the objective that relates to
reducing the need to travel. However, there is a low level
of certainty of this impact as the source of waste arising
is unknown and may originate from outside the plan
area.
4. To conserve and (-ve) Impact on N/A High--medium-Hew-/ | (0) There are no designated heritage assets or locally
enhance the historic | heritage assets; no effect /depends-en | Jisted buildings within or adjacent to the area. As a
use

environment, heritage
assets and their
settings

impact on settings

result, directing waste management facilities to this area
is unlikely to have a significant impact on the objective.
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5. To maintain and
enhance the quality
and character of
North London’s
townscapes and
landscapes

(+ve) Will
development be
sympathetic
(+ve/-ve) Impact on
landscape /
townscape character
(-ve) Openness of
Green Belt; effect on
open space

N/A

- ; I
no effect depends-on

use

(0) The site is not within the Green Belt or Ancient
Woodland. It is not within or adjacent to any area
designated for its local landscape importance.

(0) There are areas of Metropolitan Open Lane in
relatively close proximity to the area. However, the area
is already in use as a bus depot and there are sites in
industrial use on close proximity to the area. As a result,
directing waste management facilities to this area is
unlikely to have a significant impact on the character of
the local landscape/townscape.

6. To maintain, (+ve) Scope for High-medium-+low/ | (0) The area is not part of an internationally designated Any planning application
protect and enhance | habitat creation or ne-effect/dependson | site or located within a SSSI. It is also not within or would, if necessary, be
biodiversity, restoration use adjacent to a Site of Importance for Nature accompanied by a
protected species, (-ve) Impact on Conservation. suitable assessment of
habitats, geodiversity | nationally protected the ecological value of the
and features of species / habitats; (?) Although the area is an existing bus depot, in the site/surrounding area and
geological interest impact on or loss of absence of appropriate ecological surveys it is not the impact of the
BAP priority habitats known whether the area contains any protected species proposed use on this
and species or habitats or whether there is any scope for habitat ecological value.
creation.
7. To reduce and (+ve) Avoidance of High/ medium Hew-/ | (- .) The eastern half of the area is in Flood Zone 2 and Any planning application
manage flood risk inappropriate neo-effect/-depends-on | western part is in Flood Zone 3. As a result, any waste would, if necessary, be
dev’ment in flood risk use facility directed to this location would be at a accompanied by a
areas; reduce flood medium/high risk of flooding. suitable Flood Risk
risk through SuDS / Assessment.
other measures
Incorporate SuDS or other
(-ve) Exacerbate techniques to manage
vulnerability to surface water runoff.
flooding
Application of the
Sequential Test.
8. To adapt to, and (+ve) Reduction of High/ medium Hew-/ | (- .) The eastern half of the area is in Flood Zone 2 and Any planning application
reduce the impacts of | vulnerability to climate no-effect/-depends-on | western part is in Flood Zone. As such, any waste facility would, if necessary, be
use

climate change

change events

directed to this location would be at a medium/high risk
of flooding.

(0) The use of the area for waste management
development would be unlikely to result in the loss of
green infrastructure or any other features that could help
alleviate the impacts of higher summer temperatures
expected as a result of climate change.

accompanied by a
suitable Flood Risk
Assessment.

Incorporate SuDS or
other techniques to
manage surface water
runoff.
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9. To reduce climate (+ve) Reduce waste-
change contributions, | related car/lorry trips;
promote energy increase sustainable

High-Fmedivm-How-/
no-effect! depends on
use

efficiency and transport use
increase use of (+ve/-ve) Impact on

energy from greenhouse gas
sustainable sources generation

(+) The proposed function could contribute to reduced
emissions provided the site serves a relatively localised
catchment and helps to raise recycling and/or recovery
rates thereby reducing the proportion of waste going to
landfill and associated methane emissions [quite likely,
but depends on waste use]

(?) There is little apparent scope for waste to be
transported to the site by sustainable modes of
transport. As such, any facility is likely to be reliant upon
transporting waste by road. Nevertheless, any facility
could help ensure that North London’s waste is
managed close to its source thereby reducing ‘waste
miles’ and associated emissions. However, there is
limited certainty about this impact as the source of waste
arisings is unknown and may originate from outside the
plan area.

10. To protect and (+ve) Improvement of High--medium-How/ (?)The site is previously developed land. It is not Development of the site would Allocate area for enclosed
improve air, water water quality; support ne-effect/ depends on | contaminated as defined under Part 2A of the generate cumulative impacts on air waste uses only
and soil quality land remediation use Environmental Protection Act but may contain quality alongside M1.
(+ve/-ve) Impact on contamination that would need to be remediated prior to Ensure appropriate
road congestion re-devglopment. The area is also not wiFhin or adjacent Any impact on air quality could have | measures are
(-ve) Air quality to a Principal Aquifers or Source Protection Zones 1 and | qecondary effects on health, incorporated to prevent
impact; impact on soil 2. particularly amongst those who suffer | any contamination of
quality; groundwater from respiratory illnesses. groundwater
quality impact (-) The area is underlain by a Secondary
(undifferentiated) Aquifer within the superficial deposits Negative air pressure and
and a Secondary A Aquifer within the bedrock. rapid-closure doors on
any enclosed facility in the
(?) The area is within an Air Quality Management Area area.
but it is not located in or close to an Air Quality Focus
Area as defined by GLA. Any proposed waste facility Dust suppression and
would generate vehicular traffic which could impact on other measures such as
congestion and adversely affect air quality. However, the wheel-washing.
extent of this impact would depend on the proposed use
and whether it generated a greater volume of traffic than
the existing use. Scale of impact would also be
dependent on whether the facility handled locally-arising
waste or served a wider catchment.
(-) Depending on the use, there could be some risk of
dust emissions [limited likelihood but depends on use]
11. To manage waste | (+ve) Minimise waste High--medivm-Hew-/ | (+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help (+) Reduced need to identify sites for | Policy 3 of the draft
sustainability, generation; promote no-effect depends on | move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and help ensure landfill within the Plan area or use NLWP will ensure that
maximise self- sustainable waste use

sufficiency in the
management of
waste, minimise
production of waste
and increase re-use,
recycling and
recovery rates

management; help to
move management up
the Waste Hierarchy

that there are sufficient waste management facilities to
meet the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would
therefore help divert waste from landfill. As such, it has
the potential to have a positive impact on the objective.
The extent to which a waste management facility in the
area would move waste up the Waste Hierarchy, and by
extension the degree of impact on the objective, would
dependent on the type of facility that would be located in
the area. Policy 3 of the draft NLWP does however
specify that waste management development in this
area should result in highest practicable level of
recycling and recovery materials in line with the
principles of the Waste Hierarchy.

existing landfills outside it.

any waste management
facility in the area results
in highest practicable
level of recycling and
recovery materials in line
with the principles of the
Waste Hierarchy.
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12. To ensure efficient
use of land and
natural resources and
the sustainable use of
existing resources

(+ve) Use of
previously developed
buildings / land;
incorporate or
encourage water
efficiency

(-ve) Effect on water
demand

High-Fmedivm-How-/
no-effect! depends on
use

(+) The area comprises entirely of previously developed
land and directing waste management facilities to this
location would therefore help ensure the efficient use of
land [inevitable].

(+) Any waste facility delivered in the area would help
move waste up the Waste Hierarchy and would help
promote the reuse and recycling of waste thereby
contributing to the efficient and sustainable use of
resources. The extent to which the use of the area for
waste management would move waste up the Waste
Hierarchy would however depend on the type of facility
[depends on use].

(?) Effect on water demand is uncertain and would
depend on the type of waste management facility
[depends on use].

(+) Reduced need to identify sites for
landfill within the Plan area or use
existing landfills outside it.

13. To encourage
sustainable economic
growth, exploit the
growth potential of
business sectors and
improve productivity
and competitiveness
of local waste
industry

(+ve) Encourage local
economic growth thro’
provision of adequate
waste facilities; enable
new and innovative
waste management
technologies; scope to
diversify local waste
sector; promotion of
waste minimisation;
help to maximise
value recovery

High+ medium Heow-/
no-effect/ dependson

use

(+) The use of the area for waste management would
encourage local economic growth through the provision
of adequate waste facilities and would provide scope to
diversify local waste sector and could help maximise
value recovery.

14. To reduce
economic disparities,
unemployment and
deprivation

(+ve) Support for (and
creation of) a broad
range of employment
opportunities

High-L-medium- low /

(?) The use of the area for waste management could
create employment opportunities and contribute towards
reducing unemployment. Nevertheless, the number of
new employment opportunities that would be created
would depend on the nature of the facility and whether it
is occupied by a new venture rather than the
expansion/re-location of an existing business.

In addition, the area is occupied by a bus depot and the
provision of a waste facility in this location would result
in the displacement of this existing use. The impact on
the objective is therefore considered to be uncertain.

Secondary impacts on deprivation.

80¢ abed

Summary of Assessment

The proposed allocation has the potential to have a positive impact on a number of sustainability objectives. In particular, the development of a waste management facility in this location would help move waste up the Waste Hierarchy
and help ensure that there are sufficient facilities to meet the Waste Plan’s capacity needs. It would also encourage local economic growth and support the use of previously developed land. The allocation therefore has the potential to
have a positive effect on the objectives that relate to managing waste sustainably, encouraging sustainable economic growth and ensuring the efficient use of land and resources.

The proximity to sensitive receptors does however mean that there is the potential for a facility in this area to have a negative impact on the objective that relates to amenity. Enforcing appropriate controls through planning conditions and
environmental permitting are therefore likely to be key mitigation measures. There could also be a negative impact on the objective of protecting air, water and soil quality. The extent of impact on this objective would be dependent on the
nature of the proposed waste management facility but the use of measures such as negative air pressure and rapid-closure doors on any enclosed facility on the site could help mitigate impacts. In addition, as parts of the area are at a
medium/high risk of flooding, the proposed allocation would also have a significant negative impact on the objectives that relate to reducing flood risk and adapting to climate change. The completion of a suitable Flood Risk Assessment,
application of the Sequential Test and the incorporation of SuDS or other techniques to manage surface water runoff will be key mitigation measures.

The proposed allocation could also have an uncertain impact on the objectives relating to sustainable transport, biodiversity, reducing contributions to climate change and protecting air, water and soil quality.

North London Waste Plan — SA/SEA Report — Appendix 5
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North London Waste Plan
Site/Area Assessment Sheets

Site Reference: A19-HR

Site Name: Brantwood Road (SIL 3)

The proforma is structured as follows:

1.

2.

Introduction (provides basic information including site name, location, size etc.)

Appraisal against Level 1 Absolute criteria - the performance of the site in relation to
national and international considerations (e.g. wildlife and landscape designations). The
failure of a site to ‘pass’ Level 1 will mean that the site is discounted from further
consideration and no further information on it is assembled.

Appraisal against Level 2 criteria (screening) - the performance of the site in relation to local
considerations including the environmental, social and economic setting (e.g. local
conservation designations).

Appraisal against opportunities — the performance of the site in relation to considerations
which lend weight to its potential allocation (e.g. potential water or rail access, proximity to
waste source etc.)

Appraisal against deliverability criteria — the performance of the site in relation to various
practical aspects of bringing the site forward (e.g. land ownership, contamination etc.)

Conclusions on the site (conclusions on the relative merits of the site for waste management
and the potential uses for the site in terms of different waste technologies). A traffic light
classification for overall site performance is used. However, this is indicative and does not
represent the final decision on whether or not the site will be taken forward for consultation /
allocation.

Key issues

. It should be noted that the various criteria will not be weighted (although a failure to
pass Level 1 will mean that the site will not be taken forward).

. For some sites, the proforma will be filled in on a gradual basis as more information
emerges about the site and its suitability for particular waste management uses. Some
criteria may therefore be scored initially as ‘not assessed’
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SITE DETAILS

Site name/address

Brantwood Road (SIL 3), N17 0DX

Site reference number A19-HR
Borough Haringey
Description of Site Industrial

Description of surrounding
uses

The Industrial Estate is surrounded by residential properties on all sides
as well as a sports field to the east and industrial land to the north east.

OS grid reference

E534541 N191632

Size (ha)

10.97

Date of appraisal

28" October 2014 and 25" June 2018

Appraised by

John Martin (2014) and Carolyn Williams / Mike Halsall (2018)

Source of site suggestion

Employment land data supplied by Haringey

Planning Information

Designation of site (eg SIL,
LSIS)

The area is designated as a Strategic Industrial Location (SIL)

Relevant Local Plan policy

The area is safeguarded as a waste site within the Site Allocations DPD

Evidence base for
designation (eg
employment land study)

Employment Land Study 2009, 2012 update, 2015 update

Are there any planned
reviews of industrial land in
the borough?

No, we have already undertaken the reviews as part of the Site
Allocations DPD.

Location Plan
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© Crown Copyright and database right (2018). Ordnance Survey 100021551

Site Plan

A19-HR




Page 312

LEVEL 1 ABSOLUTE CRITERIA

1. Isthe site part of an internationally designated site | No
(Special Protection Areas, Special Areas of
Conservation, RAMSAR Sites)?

2. Isthe site located within a Site(s) of Special No
Scientific Interest (SSSI)?

3. Is the site located within Metropolitan Open Land? No

4. s the site / or buildings within the site recognised No
as ANY of the following Heritage Assets:

e Scheduled Ancient Monuments

e Listed Building (grade | and II*)

¢ Registered Historic Battlefields

o Registered Parks and Gardens (grade |
and [1*)?

5. s the Site within the Green Belt (For Built facilities) | No
and/or Grade 1 & 2 agricultural land?

6. Is the site within an Ancient Woodland? No

7. Any showstopper site specific local plan policies No
and designations e.g. land allocated for housing

Should the site be taken forward for further Yes

consideration?

Are there any issues arising from Level 1 which No

needs to be carried forward?
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LEVEL 2 CRITERIA - Screening

Land Use

8. Indicate if land is-

The area is designated industrial/employment
land and a SIL.

1. Strategic Industrial Locations
2. Locally Significant Industrial Sites The area is not contaminated as defined under
3. Industria/Employment Land Part 2A of the Environmental Protection Act.
4. Previously developed land Localised contamination may be present within
5. Contaminated the area which could be identified and dealt with
through the planning process.

9. Would the site allow for the co-location of waste Yes
management facilities?

10. Is the site located in an area of major new No

developments?

11. Is the site within or adjacent to an existing or planned
Decentralised Energy network

Could development at the site generate heat and / or
power?

Has this site been identified as a Heat Mapping zone?

The proposed Upper Lee Valley potential
Decentralised Heating Network runs through the
area. North east of Brantwood is the potential
Enfield decentralised energy network.

Yes

The site is in an area of medium energy
consumption

Deliverability: Land ownership

12. Are there any issues of land ownership that could
prevent development on the site being delivered?

Area brought forward through Employment Land
data, no details held on landowners.

Protection of water resources and managing flood risk

13. Is the site within:
e flood zones 2 or 3

e in an area with a history of groundwater
flooding

e aCritical Drainage Area (or area at risk of
surface water flooding)?

The eastern section of the area lies within Flood
Zone 2 (medium probability of flooding).

The area is at risk from surface water flooding.
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Flood Mapping
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14.

Is the site within or adjacent to Principal Aquifers,
Source Protection Zones 1 and 2 or surface waters?

The south east corner of the area is within
Source Protection Zone 1, the remainder is within
Source Protection Zone 2.

Environment Agency — Facilities within Source
Protection Zone 1 should only deal with inert
waste unless otherwise agreed with the
Environment Agency.
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Source Protection Zone Mapping
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Land instability

15. Is the site subject to any known stability issues
(historic mining or landfill sites identified within the
area boundary)?

No stability issues identified.

Landscape and visual intrusion

16. Is the site located within or adjacent to any area No
designated for its local landscape importance?

Green Belt and Open Space

17. Is the site in the Green Belt? If so, would location of a | No

non-built facility (eg on farm composting) here be
consistent with the proximity principle, would it cause
harm to the objectives of Green Belt designation?

18. Is the site adjacent to a Protected Open Space?

Land to the east of site is designated Significant
Local Open Land

Nature conservation

19. Is the site home to protected species and / or
habitats?

Uncertain — needs to be investigated later in the
planning process
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20. Is the site within or adjacent to Sites of Importance for | No
Nature Conservation (SINCs) (Metropolitan, Borough
or local)?
21. Isthe site in or adjacent to woodlands including No
ancient woodlands?
Historic environment and built heritage
22. s the site / or buildings within a site recognised as No
ANY of the following Heritage Assets:
e Listed Building (other than grade | and I1*)
e Locally Listed Building
Or adjacent to them?
23. Is the site within or adjacent to a Conservation Area? | No
Traffic and access
24. Description of the road network in proximity to the site | Brantwood Road runs west to east through the
area. Access from the west is via the A1010 and
from the east is via the A1055

Site Plan:
58 Joyee RSP T AT AT S g % g EATON 57+ 12m .0 . YORKSH Re—aTRoE s ] \ X ,A1/2;'Fr\]|
s e e N
e % SRES) ey o~ i "5’,.#.%
] ALSTON ROAD ol 3 e
5| El R SRR e B [ i 5 ,’l <
d Lifa - Y
e e [ H I
z ol i zf [Holder r 7 )
o ES STOCKTON ROAD 5 Tzl B 2 rStﬁ!lOﬂC i Superstore "iu
g SR § ‘\'5 subwaydJ{ @
2 e A ROAD = ]
(2} ||
: N
7 v lecn = 12m
Ssooe\ Bd, i
== & B m(.% 7
i3 2 AN
- 4 /
A
Industrial; T 2 G 7
1Estate >
—: TONI510N_ROAD, 4
;P‘
" PW
b ORTHDMBEAL AN p—p 7 .
12m o ; Ank ‘"I'I V] 'Q; b "
& e AR _ i = q
ls] WY, - [l
: y = AN ELaao iR [t
Fla U @ == ) PR Y s e SR
& CGovtn =% Tochools b 2| ; TN N, B A
A 20 Hlome= =2 e 2 St
s Gont ) 1 Ix; o M"G"'Wno 2 '\ OURNER' [ %
3 { ] \r xl m 7 i
ormes tally \0 ] T Ll EFe 5 5 = G,
1y TAKIO L2 2| == & & d KRN % Ly
) =] Sports il == D 24| || =i %
Liby, 2| Centre AMORDROT =Syl | _ | [~—== | jif3] {| [} ) -
| LN [ s e & ===
GOET507100 T 2007oren300 | E=Fer 1. [l ST = TH} ' 1 4
= ! Meters Soh REa fp==oil. Lt - s V]
A | B, =) | [ HT T s 4
© Crown Copyright and database right (2016). Ordnance Survey 100021551.
Access
25. How many vehicle entrances does the site have? 5
26. Are entrances suitable for HGVs? Yes

If so which entrances? (marked on plan)
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1) Dyson’s Road and Willoughby Lane 4) Tariff Road and Northumberland Park
2) Brantwood Road and Grange Road 5) Willoughby Park Road and Willoughby Lane

3) Via roundabout on Willoughby Lane, Dyson’s

Road, Leeside Road and Brantwood Road 6) N/A

27. Are there any junctions which could be upgraded to allow HGV access and if so would this require minor,
moderate or significant alterations (marked on plan)

1) Access suitable for HGV traffic 4) Access suitable for HGV traffic

2) Width restriction between grange and Tariff 5) Access suitable for HGV traffic

Road
3) Access suitable for HGV traffic 6) N/A
28. Are entrances suitable for Refuse Collection Vehicles (RCV)? Yes / No

If so which entrances? (marked on plan)
1) Dyson’s Road and Willoughby Lane 4) Tariff Road and Northumberland Park
2) Brantwood Road and Grange Road 5) Willoughby Park Road and Willoughby Lane

3) Via roundabout on Willoughby Lane, Dyson’s

Road, Leeside Road and Brantwood Road 6) N/A

29. Are there junctions which could be upgraded to allow RCV access and if so would this require minor,
moderate or significant alterations (Mark on Plan)

1) Access suitable for RCV traffic 4) Access suitable for RCV traffic

2) Width restriction between grange and Tariff 5) Access suitable for RCV traffic

Road

3) Access suitable for RCV traffic 6) N/A

30. Is the site currently suitable for 24 hour access? Yes

Road Information

31. Islocal road access suitable for HGV/RCVs? Yes

32. Do local roads have capacity for additional traffic? (see Annex 1) Yes

33. Are there any known problems with congestion near the site? Yes

34. Are there any parking controls near the site? Yes, but match days only
35. Are road safety measures adequate in the area (including cycling)? No

If no please indicate issues:
No cycle routes either through or around the estate

36. Are there cycle routes near the site? (marked on plan) No
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Other

37. What is the PTAL rating of the site/area 1b

38. Are there any known air quality issues/concerns locally in addition to

being in an AQMA? No

Please provide details of air quality issues of concerns:
N/A

Highways Comments on site/area overall suitability

In principle the area is suitable as a waste treatment plant but details of the entrances would need to be
considered as part of further development of a proposal.

Traffic generation is based on the following assumptions:

Existing land uses are 45,168 m2 on 16.9 hectare site

Existing uses are in single storey buildings

The waste treatment plan is 2ha [20000m2]

Future RCV is 60 in/out movements per day plus 40 bulk transport infout movements

Existing traffic generation based on an average industrial/commercial is 6.476 vehicle trips per 100m2
GFA.

Current vehicle trip generation = 346
Future RCV/bulk transport = 100

The proposed trip generation excludes staff. In summary, the location would be acceptable on highway
grounds.

agrwONE

39. Is there a navigable waterway or wharf adjacent or No
very close to the site?

40. Is there a railway line suitable for freight traffic No
adjacent or very close to the site?

41. Does the site have public footpaths and rights of No
way?

Infrastructure

42. Gas and Electricity Infrastructure National Grid did not identify any specific assets

during consultation.

National Grid operates the gas distribution
network in Haringey.

UK Power Network operates local electricity
distribution in Haringey.

Sensitive receptors

43.

Identify sensitive receptors which may be impacted
by dust, fumes, emissions to air, odours, noise and
vibration, vermin and birds, litter hazards.

The Estate is bound on all sides by residential
properties.

44.

Is the site located in or adjacent to an Air Quality
Focus Area as defined by GLA

Brantwood Estate is within an AQMA designated
area but not a Focus Area.

10
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Aircraft hazard

45. s the site within an Airfield safeguarding area (bird No
strike zone)?

Cumulative Social, Environmental and Economic Impacts

46. Will locating a new waste management facility on the site, in conjunction with other development including
waste-related development in the vicinity, have an adverse impact on the environmental quality or
character of the area?

The area is not within the Green Belt or Ancient Woodland. It is not within or adjacent to any area designated
for its local landscape importance and does not contain or adjoin any areas of public open space.

The area comprises of existing industrial / employment units. Directing waste management facilities to this
location is therefore unlikely to have a significant impact on the townscape provided that the facility is housed in
structures similar in scale and design to surrounding units. The exact impact would however depend on the
use.

47. s locating a new waste management facility on the site, in conjunction with other development including
waste-related development in the vicinity, likely to have an adverse impact as assessed through the
Equalities Impact Assessment and Sustainability Appraisal on nearby communities?

Residential properties are immediately adjacent to the area. However given the size of the area, waste
management development could potentially take place in a part of the area that is a significant distance from
these residential properties which could avoid impact on amenity.

The area is an existing trading/industrial estate. However, depending on the use, there is scope for a waste
facility in this area to introduce new impacts (odour, vermin) on amenity. There could also be some increase in
dust and emissions from traffic accessing the area. It is however uncertain whether a waste facility would
generate more traffic than the existing uses of the site and conditions could be used to mitigate other impacts.

48. Will locating a new waste management facility on the site, in conjunction with other development including
waste-related development in the vicinity, be likely to inhibit or to promote the economic potential of the
area as assessed through the Equalities Impact Assessment and Sustainability Appraisal on nearby
communities?

The use of the area for waste management would encourage local economic growth through the provision of
adequate waste facilities and would provide scope to diversify local waste sector and could help maximise
value recovery.

The use of the area for waste management could create employment opportunities and contribute towards
reducing unemployment. Nevertheless, the number of new employment opportunities that would be created
would depend on the nature of the facility and whether it is occupied by a new venture rather than the
expansion/re-location of an existing business.

In addition, the area appears to be fully occupied. As a result, the provision of a waste management facility in
the area may result in the displacement of an existing employment use. The impact on the local economy is
therefore considered to be uncertain.

LEVEL 2 CRITERIA - SPATIAL STRATEGY

Accessibility and sustainable transport

49. Does the site have good accessibility from existing Yes
urban areas or major new or planned development
(i.e. the major sources of waste arisings)?

11
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Co-location and compatible land uses

50. Would the site allow for the co-location with Yes — provided the right sites with the area came
complementary activities? forward

Greater London Development

51. Is the site located in or adjacent to an Opportunity Yes, area is within an opportunity area and
Area and/or Housing Zone? housing zone.
52. Is the site located near the proposed route of Yes, Transport for London has identified the area
Crossrail 2? as lying in close proximity to a proposed Crossrail
2 station.

CONCLUSIONS ON THE SITE

This is a large (16ha) industrial area. The area is bounded on all sides by housing and beyond the housing to
the east is a recreational field. It would be appropriate to locate any waste management facilities near the
centre of this industrial area to assist in mitigating any potential adverse affects on neighbouring sensitive uses
outline above.

Applications within the site which falls within a Source Protections Zone 1 will be required to demonstrate that
they will not represent a risk to ground water, unless only handling inert waste.

POTENTIAL USES

According to the NPPW, WPAs should identify the type or types of waste management facility that would be
appropriately located on the allocated site or in the allocated area, taking care to avoid stifling innovation in line
with the waste hierarchy.

In light of this, an appraisal of the suitability of the site for accommodating a range of waste management
facilities has been undertaken with reference to Government guidance - ODPM (2004) Planning for Waste
Management Facilities — A Research Study. The suitability of the site in relation to a range of facility types has

been indicated using a series of symbols (v ,7, X etc.) and a commentary provided.
Facility type Broad Comments

suitability
A Although there may be a potential for such a park, the size of such
Integrated resource recovery X facilities combined with unknown land ownership mean it is
facilities / resource parks unlikely that such a facility would be delivered with this area
B
Major waste treatment facility
(including thermal treatment, Provided the facility was away from sensitive receptors such a
anaerobic digestion, pyrolysis facility would be appropriate within this area

/ gasification, mechanical
biological treatment)

C
Waste transfer

The area is considered suitable for waste transfer facilities

D
Composting (including outdoor X The neighbouring uses preclude the use of such a facility within
and indoor / in-vessel this area

composting)

12
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E

, ) The area is considered suitable for a recycling facility
Processing and recycling

Potential mitigation measures

In light of the appraisal above, | There are a number of environmental and amenity issues facing the area

are there any potential such as the proximity of residential properties and Significant Open Space, as
mitigation measures which such the area is not suitable for external facilities. Facilities should therefore
might be necessary for be enclosed and consideration should be given to siting any future proposals
development on the site? towards the centre of the area away from any sensitive receptors. Key

mitigation measures should include dust suppression and other measures
such as wheel-washing.

As parts of the area are at a medium risk of flooding, the completion of a
suitable Flood Risk Assessment, and the incorporation of SuDS or other
techniques to manage surface water runoff will be key mitigation measures.
Appropriate measures should also be incorporated to prevent any
contamination of groundwater or adjacent watercourses.

As proposals may increase the level of traffic generated within the area a
traffic impact assessment will be a key mitigation measure.

Overall site performance

Band C

This is a large area but bounded on all sides by a housing and with a sports ground on the eastern boundary.
By restricting Waste management facilities to the centre of the area which would be away from sensitive
receptors then such facilities, as outlined above, would be appropriate.

Should this site be taken forward for further consideration? Yes

13
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North London Waste Plan
Site/Area Assessment Sheets

Site Reference: A21-HR

Site Name: North East Tottenham (SIL 12)

The proforma is structured as follows:

1.

2.

Introduction (provides basic information including site name, location, size etc.)

Appraisal against Level 1 Absolute criteria - the performance of the site in relation to
national and international considerations (e.g. wildlife and landscape designations). The
failure of a site to ‘pass’ Level 1 will mean that the site is discounted from further
consideration and no further information on it is assembled.

Appraisal against Level 2 criteria (screening) - the performance of the site in relation to local
considerations including the environmental, social and economic setting (e.g. local
conservation designations).

Appraisal against opportunities — the performance of the site in relation to considerations
which lend weight to its potential allocation (e.g. potential water or rail access, proximity to
waste source etc.)

Appraisal against deliverability criteria — the performance of the site in relation to various
practical aspects of bringing the site forward (e.g. land ownership, contamination etc.)

Conclusions on the site (conclusions on the relative merits of the site for waste management
and the potential uses for the site in terms of different waste technologies). A traffic light
classification for overall site performance is used. However, this is indicative and does not
represent the final decision on whether or not the site will be taken forward for consultation /
allocation.

Key issues

. It should be noted that the various criteria will not be weighted (although a failure to
pass Level 1 will mean that the site will not be taken forward).

. For some sites, the proforma will be filled in on a gradual basis as more information
emerges about the site and its suitability for particular waste management uses. Some
criteria may therefore be scored initially as ‘not assessed’
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SITE DETAILS

Site name/address

North East Tottenham (SIL 12), Garmen Road, N17 OUN

Site reference number

A21-HR

Borough

Haringey

Description of Site

Warehouses/Industrial

Description of surrounding
uses

To the east of the area lies the Lee Valley Regional Park. To the west,
the site is bound by a railway line, with a train station to the south.
Beyond the railway line are industrial and residential uses. There are
allotments to the south and an Ikea retail development to the north.

OS grid reference

E535184 N191332

Size (ha)

15.45

Date of appraisal

28" October 2014 and 25" June 2018

Appraised by

John Martin (2014) and Carolyn Williams / Mike Halsall (2018)

Source of site suggestion

Employment land data supplied by Haringey

Planning Information

Designation of site (eg SIL,
LSIS)

Site is designated a Strategic Industrial Location (SIL)

Relevant Local Plan policy

Area is within an Area of Archaeological Importance and is safeguarded
as a waste site within the Site Allocations DPD

Evidence base for
designation (eg
employment land study)

Employment Land Study 2009, 2012 update, 2015 update

Are there any planned
reviews of industrial land in
the borough?

No, we have already undertaken the reviews as part of the Site
Allocations DPD.

Location Plan

nd database right (2016). O
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Site Plan
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LEVEL 1 ABSOLUTE CRITERIA

1. Isthe site part of an internationally designated site | No
(Special Protection Areas, Special Areas of
Conservation, RAMSAR Sites)?

2. Is the site located within a Site(s) of Special No
Scientific Interest (SSSI)?

3. Isthe site located within Metropolitan Open Land? | No

4. s the site / or buildings within the site recognised No

as ANY of the following Heritage Assets:
e Scheduled Ancient Monuments
e Listed Building (grade | and II*)
e Registered Historic Battlefields

e Registered Parks and Gardens (grade |
and 11*)?

5. Is the Site within the Green Belt (For Built facilities)
and/or Grade 1 & 2 agricultural land?

No. Green Belt lies approximately 15m to the east.

6. Is the site within an Ancient Woodland? No

7. Any showstopper site specific local plan policies No
and designations e.g. land allocated for housing

Should the site be taken forward for further Yes

consideration?

Are there any issues arising from Level 1 which No

needs to be carried forward?
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LEVEL 2 CRITERIA - Screening

Land Use

8.

Indicate if land is-

Strategic Industrial Locations
Locally Significant Industrial Sites
Industrial/Employment Land
Previously developed land
Contaminated

S o

Area is designated as a SIL and Defined
Employment Land

The area is not contaminated as defined under Part
2A of the Environmental Protection Act. Localised
contamination may be present within the area which
could be identified and dealt with through the
planning process.

9. Would the site allow for the co-location of waste Yes
management facilities?
10. Is the site located in an area of major new No
developments?
11. Is the site within or adjacent to an existing or The proposed Upper Lee Valley is a potential

planned Decentralised Energy network

Could development at the site generate heat and /
or power?

Has this site been identified as a Heat Mapping
zone?

Decentralised Heat Network which runs adjacent to
the area. North of the area is the potential Enfield
decentralised energy network.

Yes — the size is of sufficient size

The area is in an area of medium energy
consumption

Deliverability: Land ownership

12.

Are there any issues of land ownership that could
prevent development on the site being delivered?

Employment land data supplied by Haringey

Protection of water resources and managing flood risk

13.

Is the site within:
e flood zones 2 or 3

e in an area with a history of groundwater
flooding

e aCritical Drainage Area (or area at risk
of surface water flooding)?

The majority of area is within Flood Zone 2 (medium
probability of flooding). The remainder is in Flood
Zone 1 (lowest probability of flooding).

The site is also at risk from surface water flooding.
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Flood Mapping
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14. Is the site within or adjacent to Principal Aquifers,

Source Protection Zones 1 and 2 or surface waters?

The whole of the area is within Source Protection
Zone 1.

Facilities within Source Protection Zone 1 should
only deal with inert waste unless otherwise
agreed with the Environment Agency.

Pymmes Brook lies approximately 10m east and

River Lee Navigation approximately 245m east of
the area.

The area lies within a Secondary A Aquifer which
lies within the superficial deposits

Environment Agency — Facilities within Source
Protection Zone 1 should only deal with inert
waste unless otherwise agreed with the
Environment Agency.

Any new or redevelopment of existing waste
management facilities with watercourses on or
adjacent to the development should explore

possibility of improving the river network
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Source Protection Zone Mapping
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Land instability

15. Is the site subject to any known stability issues
(historic mining or landfill sites identified within the
area boundary)?

No stability issues identified.

Landscape and visual intrusion

16. Is the site located within or adjacent to any area
designated for its local landscape importance?

Green Belt 13m to the east of the area.

Green Belt and Open Space

17. Isthe site in the Green Belt? If so, would location of a
non-built facility (eg on farm composting) here be
consistent with the proximity principle, would it cause
harm to the objectives of Green Belt designation?

No but the Green Belt is 13m east of the area.

18. Is the site adjacent to a Protected Open Space?

The Lee Valley Regional Park lies adjacent to the
east of the area.

Nature conservation

19. Is the site home to protected species and / or
habitats?

Uncertain — needs to be investigated later in the
planning process
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20. Is the site within or adjacent to Sites of Importance for
Nature Conservation (SINCs) (Metropolitan, Borough
or local)?

Borough SINC adjacent to west and north east
corner

21. Is the site in or adjacent to woodlands including
ancient woodlands?

No

Historic environment and built heritage

22. s the site / or buildings within a site recognised as
ANY of the following Heritage Assets:

e Listed Building (other than grade | and I1*)
e Locally Listed Building
Or adjacent to them?

No

23. s the site within or adjacent to a Conservation Area?

No

Traffic and access

24. Description of the road network in proximity to the site

The area is dissected by the A1055 (Watermead
Way) running north to south. Although the A406
North Circular is approximately 500 metres to the
north, access onto that road is not available from
Watermead Way.

An overland rail line borders the west of the area
but there does not appear to be enough scope for
a siding to bring in waste
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Site Plan:
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Access
25. How many vehicle entrances does the site have? 3
26. Are entrances suitable for HGVs? Yes
If so which entrances? (marked on plan)
1) Mowlem Trading Estate and Leeside Road 3) Garmen Road and Marigold Road

2) Sedge Road and Watermead Way 4)

27. Are there any junctions which could be upgraded to allow HGV access and if so would this require minor,
moderate or significant alterations (marked on plan)

1) Access suitable for HGV traffic 3) Access suitable for HGV traffic
2) Access suitable for HGV traffic 4)
28. Are entrances suitable for Refuse Collection Vehicles (RCV)? Yes

If so which entrances? (marked on plan)

1) Mowlem Trading Estate and Leeside Road 3) Garmen Road and Marigold Road

2) Sedge Road and Watermead Way 4)
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29. Are there junctions which could be upgraded to allow RCV access and if so would this require minor,
moderate or significant alterations (marked on plan)

1) Access suitable for RCV traffic 3) Access suitable for RCV traffic

2) Access suitable for RCV traffic 4)

30. Is the site currently suitable for 24 hour access? Yes

Road Information

31. Islocal road access suitable for HGV/RCVs? Yes

32. Do local roads have capacity for additional traffic? (see Annex 1) No

33. Are there any known problems with congestion near the site? Yes

34. Are there any parking controls near the site? Yes, but match days only
35. Are road safety measures adequate in the area (including cycling)? No

If no please indicate issues:
Watermead Way has a road safety issue with 25 accidents over the length of the road over the last three years

36. Are there cycle routes near the site? (marked on plan) Yes
Other
37. What is the PTAL rating of the site/area 1b/2

38. Are there any known air quality issues/concerns locally in addition to

being in an AQMA? No

Please provide details of air quality issues of concerns:
N/A

Highways Comments on site/area overall suitability

There are known congestion issues at Leeside Road/Watermead Way junction at peak periods.

In principle the area is suitable as a waste treatment plant but details of the entrances would need to be
considered as part of further development of a proposal.
Traffic generation is based on the following assumptions:

1. Existing land uses are 42,871 m2 on 15.5 hectare site

2. Existing are in single storey buildings

3. The waste treatment plan is 2ha [20000m2]

4. Future RCV is 60 infout movements per day plus 40 bulk transport in/out movements

5. Existing traffic generation based on an average industrial/commercial is 6.476 vehicle trips per 100m2

GFA.

Current vehicle trip generation = 358
Future RCV/bulk transport = 100

The proposed trip generation excludes staff. In summary, the location would be acceptable on highway
grounds.

39. Is there a navigable waterway or wharf Pymme’s Brook to the east of the area and the River
adjacent or very close to the site? Lea Navigation further to the east.

40. Is there a railway line suitable for freight traffic | Railway line borders the west of the area and there is a
adjacent or very close to the site? train station to the south.
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41. Does the site have public footpaths and rights | No
of way?

Infrastructure

42. Gas and Electricity Infrastructure National Grid identify the following assets close to the
area:
i Underground cables — 275kV route — St John’s
Wood to Tottenham.

ii.  Tottenham 275kV site and overhead
transmission lines adjacent to the site.

National Grid operates the gas distribution network in

Haringey.
UK Power Network operates local electricity distribution
in Haringey.
Sensitive receptors
43. ldentify sensitive receptors which may be Residential properties in close proximity to the area to
impacted by dust, fumes, emissions to air, the west and allotments to the south
odours, noise and vibration, vermin and birds,
litter hazards.
44. s the site located in or adjacent to an Air Area is within an AQMA designated area but not a
Quality Focus Area as defined by GLA Focus Area.

Aircraft hazard

45. s the site within an Airfield safeguarding area | No
(bird strike zone)?

Cumulative Social, Environmental and Economic Impacts

46. Will locating a new waste management facility on the site, in conjunction with other development including
waste-related development in the vicinity, have an adverse impact on the environmental quality or
character of the area?

The area is not within the Green Belt or Ancient Woodland. It is not within or adjacent to any area designated
for its local landscape importance and does not contain any areas of public open space.

The area comprises of existing industrial / employment units. Directing waste management facilities to this
location is therefore unlikely to have a significant impact on the townscape provided that the facility is housed in
structures which are similar in scale and design. The exact impact would however depend on the nature of the
facility.

A Borough Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) is adjacent to the area. Although the area is
occupied by existing industrial uses, directing waste facilities to the area could introduce new impacts on this
SINC. Any impact would however depend on the type of facility and its location within the area. It is also
recognised that, in the absence of appropriate ecological surveys, there is only a limited level of certainty about
any such impact.

11




Page 334

47. Is locating a new waste management facility on the site, in conjunction with other development including
waste-related development in the vicinity, likely to have an adverse impact as assessed through the
Equalities Impact Assessment and Sustainability Appraisal on nearby communities?

Residential properties are in close proximity to the area to the west and allotments are to the south. However
given the size of the area, waste management development could potentially take place in a part of the area
that is a significant distance from these residential properties which could avoid impact on amenity.

The site is an existing trading/industrial estate. However, depending on the use, there is scope for a waste
facility in this area to introduce new impacts (odour, vermin) on amenity. There could also be some increase in
dust and emissions from traffic accessing the area. It is however uncertain whether a waste facility would
generate more traffic than the existing uses within the area and conditions could be used to mitigate other
impacts.

48. Will locating a new waste management facility on the site, in conjunction with other development including
waste-related development in the vicinity, be likely to inhibit or to promote the economic potential of the
area as assessed through the Equalities Impact Assessment and Sustainability Appraisal on nearby
communities?

The use of the area for waste management would encourage local economic growth through the provision of
adequate waste facilities and would provide scope to diversify local waste sector and could help maximise
value recovery.

The use of the area for waste management could create employment opportunities and contribute towards
reducing unemployment. Nevertheless, the number of new employment opportunities that would be created
would depend on the nature of the facility and whether it is occupied by a new venture rather than the
expansion/re-location of an existing business.

In addition, the area appears to be fully occupied. As a result, the provision of a waste management facility in
the area may result in the displacement of an existing employment use. The impact on the local economy is
therefore considered to be uncertain.

LEVEL 2 CRITERIA - SPATIAL STRATEGY

Accessibility and sustainable transport

49. Does the site have good accessibility from existing | Yes
urban areas or major new or planned development
(i.e. the major sources of waste arisings)?

Co-location and compatible land uses

50. Would the site allow for the co-location with Yes
complementary activities?

Greater London Development

51. Is the site located in or adjacent to an Opportunity Yes, area is within an opportunity area and housing

Area and/or Housing Zone? zone.
52. Is the site located near the proposed route of Yes, Transport for London has identified the site
Crossrail 2? area lying in close proximity to a proposed Crossrail
2 station.
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CONCLUSIONS ON THE SITE

The area has a number of large open yards that could be developed for waste management uses. There is
good access to the area and there are good internal roads within the industrial estate.

Housing lies to the west of the area with an overland railway acting as a buffer. There is also a recreational
area to the east and the positioning of any waste management facility would need to assess the impact on
these sensitive receptors.

Application within the area which falls within a Source Protections Zone 1 will be required to demonstrate that
they will not represent a risk to ground water, unless only handling inert waste.

POTENTIAL USES

According to the NPPW, WPAs should identify the type or types of waste management facility that would be
appropriately located on the allocated site or in the allocated area, taking care to avoid stifling innovation in line
with the waste hierarchy.

In light of this, an appraisal of the suitability of the site for accommodating a range of waste management
facilities has been undertaken with reference to Government guidance - ODPM (2004) Planning for Waste
Management Facilities — A Research Study. The suitability of the site in relation to a range of facility types has

been indicated using a series of symbols (v ,7, X etc.) and a commentary provided.
Facility type Broad Comments

suitability
A Although there may be a potential for such a park, the size of such
Integrated resource recovery X facilities combined with unknown land ownership mean it is
facilities / resource parks unlikely that such a facility would be delivered within this area
B

Major waste treatment facility
(including thermal treatment,
anaerobic digestion, pyrolysis
/ gasification, mechanical
biological treatment)

A large facility of this type may be acceptable

C
Waste transfer

The area is suitable for waste transfer facilities

D

Composting (including outdoor X
and indoor / in-vessel
composting)

This type of facility may not be appropriate in this location

E

, ) The area is suitable for recycling facilities
Processing and recycling

Potential mitigation measures

In light of the appraisal above, | There are a number of environmental issues facing the area such as the

are there any potential proximity of the area to a designated SINC and residential properties.
mitigation measures which Undertaking appropriate ecological surveys and implementing appropriate
might be necessary for measures to improve the biodiversity value of the area are therefore likely to
development on the site? be important mitigation measures.

Consideration should be given to any potential impacts on air quality and
measures such as negative air pressure and rapid-closure doors on any
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enclosed facility on the site and providing wheel washing facilities could help
mitigate any potential impacts.

In addition, as parts of the area are at a medium risk of flooding, the
completion of a suitable Flood Risk Assessment, and the incorporation of
SuDS or other techniques to manage surface water runoff will be key
mitigation measures. Measures to protect ground water will need to be agreed
with the Environment Agency.

Overall site performance

Band C

This is a large (15ha) area and is set within a larger commercial/industrial area. The railway line to the west of
the area acts as a buffer to residents further to the west and there is some recreational ground to the east.
Running along the western boundary of part of the site is Pymmes Brook and the area is underlain by a Source
Protection Zone 1 as such any development for non-inter waste will need to show that ground water will not be
impacted. The area is however, of sufficient size to accommodate a number of waste management facilities
without compromising the amenity of the sensitive receptors outlined above.

Should this site be taken forward for further consideration? Yes

14
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North London Waste Plan
Site/Area Assessment Sheets

Site Reference: A22-HR

Site Name: Friern Barnet Sewage Works (LEA 4)/Pinkham Way

The proforma is structured as follows:

1.

2.

Introduction (provides basic information including site name, location, size etc.)

Appraisal against Level 1 Absolute criteria - the performance of the site in relation to
national and international considerations (e.g. wildlife and landscape designations). The
failure of a site to ‘pass’ Level 1 will mean that the site is discounted from further
consideration and no further information on it is assembled.

Appraisal against Level 2 criteria (screening) - the performance of the site in relation to local
considerations including the environmental, social and economic setting (e.g. local
conservation designations).

Appraisal against opportunities — the performance of the site in relation to considerations
which lend weight to its potential allocation (e.g. potential water or rail access, proximity to
waste source etc.)

Appraisal against deliverability criteria — the performance of the site in relation to various
practical aspects of bringing the site forward (e.g. land ownership, contamination etc.)

Conclusions on the site (conclusions on the relative merits of the site for waste management
and the potential uses for the site in terms of different waste technologies). A traffic light
classification for overall site performance is used. However, this is indicative and does not
represent the final decision on whether or not the site will be taken forward for consultation /
allocation.

Key issues

. It should be noted that the various criteria will not be weighted (although a failure to
pass Level 1 will mean that the site will not be taken forward).

. For some sites, the proforma will be filled in on a gradual basis as more information
emerges about the site and its suitability for particular waste management uses. Some
criteria may therefore be scored initially as ‘not assessed’
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SITE DETAILS

Site name/address

Friern Barnet Sewage Works (LEA 4)/ Pinkham Way

Site reference number

A22-HR

Borough

Haringey

Description of Site

Land is currently unused and has become over grown with trees and
vegetation

Description of surrounding
uses

Pinkham Way and retail park to north, industrial properties east, Golf
course south and a park and residential properties to the west

OS grid reference

E528900 N191615

Size (ha)

5.95

Date of appraisal

12" August 2014

Appraised by

John Martin/Matthew Maule

Source of site suggestion

Site put forward during ‘Call for Sites’ by the North London Waste
Authority who have a freehold interest in part of the site.

Planning Information

Designation of site (eg SIL,
LSIS)

The area is designated a Local Employment Area (LEA) and a Borough
SINC.

Relevant Local Plan policy

The area is subject to Local Plan policy SP8: Employment. Friern
Barnet falls within the Borough’s Specific Proposal 5, Employment
generating uses subject to no adverse effect on the nature conservation
value of the area. The area is subject to policy SP13: Open Space and
Biodiversity.

Friern Barnet is designated as Borough Grade 1 SINC, and for
employment uses in the Local Plan .

Evidence base for
designation (eg
employment land study)

Employment Land Study - 2009, 2012 update, 2015 update

Are there any planned
reviews of industrial land in
the borough?

No, Haringey has already undertaken a review in 2017 as part of the
Site Allocations DPD.
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Location Plan
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© Crown Copyright and database right (2016). Ordnance Survey 100021551

Site Plan
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© Crown Copyright and database right (2016). Ordnance Survey 100021551
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LEVEL 1 ABSOLUTE CRITERIA

1. Is the site part of an internationally designated site | No
(Special Protection Areas, Special Areas of
Conservation, RAMSAR Sites)?

2. Isthe site located within a Site(s) of Special No
Scientific Interest (SSSI)?

3. Isthe site located within Metropolitan Open Land? No
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Is the site / or buildings within the site recognised
as ANY of the following Heritage Assets:

e Scheduled Ancient Monuments
e Listed Building (grade | and II*)
e Registered Historic Battlefields

e Registered Parks and Gardens (grade |
and 11*)?

No

Is the Site within the Green Belt (For Built facilities)
and/or Grade 1 & 2 agricultural land?

No

Is the site within an Ancient Woodland?

No

Any showstopper site specific local plan policies
and designations e.g. land allocated for housing

The area has a dual designation as SINC (Borough
Grade I) and Employment Land in the Local Plan
and is protected for employment use, subject to
consistence with its nature conservation status.

Should the site be taken forward for further Yes
consideration?
Are there any issues arising from Level 1 which No

needs to be carried forward?

LEVEL 2 CRITERIA - Screening

Land Use

8.

Indicate if land is-

Strategic Industrial Locations
Locally Significant Industrial Sites
Industrial/Employment Land
Previously developed land
Contaminated

arwDhPE

The area is designated as a Local Employment
Area.

Given the historic use as sewage works and landfill
ground contamination is possible. Extent of
contamination could be identified and dealt with
through the planning process.

Some remnants of the former sewage works and
landfill operations exist but much of the area has
become vegetated and blended into the landscape
and as such the site may not meet the NPPFs
definition of previously developed land.

9. Would the site allow for the co-location of waste Yes — Due to the size and location
management facilities?
10. Is the site located in an area of major new No

developments?
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11.

Is the site within or adjacent to an existing or
planned Decentralised Energy network

Could development at the site generate heat and /
or power?

Has this site been identified as a Heat Mapping
zone?

The Enfield potential Decentralised Energy area lies
approximately 65m northeast of Friern Barnet.

Not considered to be a practicable option due to
distance from potential users.

Friern Barnet is in an area of low energy
consumption (as site undeveloped). Areas
northeast, east and west of site are high energy
consumption zones.

Deliverability: Land ownership

12.

Are there any issues of land ownership that could
prevent development on the site being delivered?

Not know, however the land is owned by public
bodies: Barnet Council and North London Waste
Authority.

Protection of water resources and managing flood risk

13.

Is the site within:
e flood zones 2 or 3

e in an area with a history of groundwater
flooding

e aCritical Drainage Area (or area at risk
of surface water flooding)?

North boundary and northeast corner of the area is
within Flood Zone 2 (medium probability of
flooding).

Any development on the area will increase
impermeable surfaces and therefore increases
surface water runoff which would need to be
managed. It is understood that historical use of the
area may have left contamination. It is unknown
whether or not this previous use has an impact on
the quality of groundwater. This could be
ascertained through any planning application which
may offer the opportunity to provide appropriate
remediation.
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Flood Mapping
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14.

Is the site within or adjacent to Principal Aquifers,
Source Protection Zones 1 and 2 or surface
waters?

Not within Source Protection Zone or principle
aquifer.

Bounds Green Brook lies approximately 40m north
of site. A pond lies approximately 10m west of site

and unnamed water course lies approximately 20m
south of site.

Source Protection Zone Mapping

5 RS WA

© Crown Copyright aﬁa.détabase right (2016). OrH{lance Survey 100021551.

Key
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E Zone | - Inner Protection Zone [/} Proposed Areas

Copyright © and Database rights
Environment Agency 2010. All
rights reserved. Some of the
information within the Flood Map
is based in part on digital spatial
data licensed from the Centre for
Ecology and Hydrology © NERC.

Land instability

15.

Is the site subject to any known stability issues
(historic mining or landfill sites identified within the
area boundary)?

The Environment Agency records historic landfilling
in the area. This may represent a ground stability
issue and as such further investigation will be
required at the planning stage.

Landscape and visual intrusion

16.

Is the site located within or adjacent to any area
designated for its local landscape importance?

Yes. The area is within a Borough SINC and
Metropolitan Open Land lies to the south and west
of site.

Green Belt and Open Space
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17. s the site in the Green Belt? If so, would location
of a non-built facility (eg on farm composting) here
be consistent with the proximity principle, would it
cause harm to the objectives of Green Belt
designation?

No

18. Is the site adjacent to a Protected Open Space?

Yes. Land adjacent to the west and south of Friern
Barnet is designated Metropolitan Open Land.

Nature conservation

19. Is the site home to protected species and / or
habitats?

A number of ecology surveys have been undertaken
and identified habitat of potential value to a number
of protected and notable species. Japanese
Knotweed and Giant Hogweed have been identified
in abundance across site. There is currently no
active management of the SINC.

20. Is the site within or adjacent to Sites of Importance
for Nature Conservation (SINCs) (Metropolitan,
Borough or local)?

Yes, the area is within a Borough SINC which
includes the adjacent Park and Golf Club.

21. s the site in or adjacent to woodlands including
ancient woodlands?

No. While the area includes trees, it is not
designated as woodland. The closest wood is
Coldfall Wood approximately 1.5km south west of
site.

Historic environment and built heritage

22. s the site / or buildings within a site recognised as
ANY of the following Heritage Assets:

e Listed Building (other than grade | and
11*)
e Locally Listed Building
Or adjacent to them?

No

23. s the site within or adjacent to a Conservation
Area?

No
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Traffic and access

24. Description of the road network in proximity to the
site

Access to the area would be via the circular system
currently being used to serve Friern Bridge Retail Park

Vehicles from the west would exit the North Circular
onto Pinkham Way and then across traffic lights onto
Atlas Road. Atlas Road meets the Pegasus Way
roundabout which serves the Friern Bridge Retail Park to
the North and the Orion Road roundabout and potential
entrance to the site to the south.

Vehicles accessing Friern Barnet from the east
would exit the North Circular from the Muswell Hill
turnoff, turn north onto the B5550 and then east
onto Atlas Road.

There is an old access to Firern Barnet off the Orion

Road roundabout and this would need to be
upgraded.

Site Plan:

© Crown Copyright aﬁa:d'z;tabase right (2016). Or'd\nance Survey 100021551.

jer S

Access

25. How many vehicle entrances does the site have?

None, although there is a
historic road access from the
Orion Road roundabout.

26. Are entrances suitable for HGVs?

N/A

If so which entrances? (marked on plan)

10




Page 347

1) N/A 3) N/A
2) N/A 4) N/A

27. Are there any junctions which could be upgraded to allow HGV access and if so would this require minor,
moderate or significant alterations (marked on plan)

1) Junction could be built on Orion Road and

Pegasus Way roundabout 3) NIA

2) N/A 4) N/A

28. Are entrances suitable for Refuse Collection Vehicles (RCV)? N/A
If so which entrances? (marked on plan)

1) N/A 3) N/A

2) N/A 4) N/A

11




Page 348

29. Are there junctions which could be upgraded to allow RCV access and if so would this require minor,
moderate or significant alterations (marked on plan)

1) Junction could be built on Orion Road and

Pegasus Way roundabout 3) NIA

2) N/A 4) N/A

30. Is the site currently suitable for 24 hour access? Yes
Road Information

31. Islocal road access suitable for HGV/RCVs? Yes
32. Do local roads have capacity for additional traffic? (see Annex 1) Yes
33. Are there any known problems with congestion near the site? Yes
34. Are there any parking controls near the site? Yes
35. Are road safety measures adequate in the area (including cycling)? No

If no please indicate issues:

There are no cycle facilities on Orion Road/Pegasus Road over the North Circular Road.

36. Are there cycle routes near the site? (marked on plan) No

Other Highway Comments

37. What is the PTAL rating of the site/area la

38. Are there any known air quality issues/concerns locally in addition to

o Y
being in an AQMA? s

Please provide details of air quality issues of concerns:

The North Circular Road has poor air quality

Highways Comments on site/area overall suitability

The area would require the creation of an access to the roundabout on Orion Road/Pegasus Way. This would
need to be designed to allow HGVs and refuse vehicles. The existing roundabout is suitable for these
movements. Access to the North Circular Road is relatively easy from either Orion Road [heading east] or from
Pegasus Way [to head west]. The Colney Hatch Lane/North Circular Road junction suffers from congestion at
peak times. Use of the site for waste would add to HGV/refuse vehicle movement but is unlikely to have a
significant impact on the operation of this junction, based on 60 in/out movements per day for refuse vehicles
plus 40 bulk transport in/out movements.

39. Isthere a navigable waterway or wharf adjacent or | No
very close to the site?

40. Is there a railway line suitable for freight traffic Railway to north but not considered appropriate
adjacent or very close to the site?

41. Does the site have public footpaths and rights of No public access allowed onto the area
way?
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Infrastructure

42. Gas and Electricity Infrastructure National Grid did not identify any specific assets
during consultation.

National Grid operates the gas distribution network
in Enfield, Haringey and Waltham Forest.

UK Power Network operates local electricity
distribution in Enfield.

Sensitive receptors

43. ldentify sensitive receptors which may be impacted | Residential properties lie west of Friern Barnet
b_y du;t, fumest emissigns to air, odours, noise and | Gjven the scale of the area there is scope to create
vibration, vermin and birds, litter hazards. a buffer around any waste management facility and
orientate the facility away from residents

44. s the site located in or adjacent to an Air Quality Friern Barnet is within an AQMA designated area
Focus Area as defined by GLA. but not a Focus Area.

Aircraft hazard

45, s the site within an Airfield safeguarding area (bird | Not within airfield safeguarding area
strike zone)?

Cumulative Social, Environmental and Economic Impacts

46. Will locating a new waste management facility on the site, in conjunction with other development including
waste-related development in the vicinity, have an adverse impact on the environmental quality or
character of the area?

The area is not within the Green Belt or Ancient Woodland. It is not within or adjacent to any area designated
for its local landscape importance. The area is within a Borough Site of Importance for Nature Conservation
(SINCs) and adjacent to a golf course and a park. Although it previously contained a sewage treatment works,
the area has almost completely revegitated and contains numerous mature trees. The use of the area for a
waste management facility is likely to result in the loss of trees and other features that provide habitat. As such,
developing the site for a waste management facility could have a negative impact on the environmental quality
of the area. Replanting of vegetation will help minimise negative impacts and could improve the character or
the area. Development could include removal or capping of potential contaminated ground to improve the
environmental quality of the area. Development could have some impact on the local landscape/townscape.

47. s locating a new waste management facility on the site, in conjunction with other development including
waste-related development in the vicinity, likely to have an adverse impact as assessed through the
Equalities Impact Assessment and Sustainability Appraisal on nearby communities?

The area is immediately adjacent to a golf club and Hollickwood Park. There are residential properties to the
west beyond the park. As a result, there are sensitive receptors within the vicinity.

Depending on the use, there could be some scope for a waste facility to introduce impacts (odour, vermin) on
amenity. There could be some increase in dust and from emissions from traffic accessing the area. However
the north circular road is to the north of the site. It is therefore uncertain whether any increase in traffic, and
associated emissions, would be significant in comparison to the existing situation.

13
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48. Will locating a new waste management facility on the site, in conjunction with other development including
waste-related development in the vicinity, be likely to inhibit or to promote the economic potential of the
area as assessed through the Equalities Impact Assessment and Sustainability Appraisal on nearby
communities?

The use of the area for waste management would encourage local economic growth through the provision of
adequate waste facilities and would provide scope to diversify local waste sector and could help maximise
value recovery.

The area is not within a regeneration area. It is however presently vacant and it use for a waste management
facility would provide employment opportunities. As a result, the proposed use of the area could help reduce
unemployment and thereby have a positive impact on the local economy. Nevertheless, the number of new
employment opportunities that would be created would depend on the nature of the facility and whether it is
occupied by a new venture rather than the expansion/re-location of an existing business. As a result, there is
only a low level of certainty that any impact on the local economy would be significant.

LEVEL 2 CRITERIA - SPATIAL STRATEGY

Accessibility and sustainable transport

49. Does the site have good accessibility from existing | Good accessibility via the existing route from the
urban areas or major new or planned development | North Circular.
(i.e. the major sources of waste arisings)?

Co-location and compatible land uses

50. Would the site allow for the co-location with The area would allow for co-location with
complementary activities? complementary activities due to its size and
highway accessibility.

Greater London Development

51. Isthe site located in or adjacent to an Opportunity No
Area and/or Housing Zone?

52. Is the site located near the proposed route of No
Crossrail 2?

CONCLUSIONS ON THE SITE

The original area included Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) which is absolute criteria and as such could not be
taken forward. Following a reviews of the area boundary and of MOL designation extents, it has been clarified
that the MOL designation does not extend into the area and the area was taken forward.

Historically the area was a sewage treatment works and subsequently it was used for landfill by the London
Borough of Barnet. The remnants of the sewage treatment works which closed in the 1960s are visible at the
northern end of the area. At present Firern Barnet is not in active use and there is no access to the public. It
has been retained in employment land designation. It currently has dual designation as a Local Employment
Area and a Site of Important Nature Conservation (Borough Grade I).

This site was considered as a potential location for future waste management facilities through the withdrawn
North London Waste Plan. Representations to maintain the potential for this area to achieve a waste
management function have been received as part of the Call for Sites.

The site contains significant level changes, including a partially culverted water course and residual valley
running across the site south-east to north-west. The adjacent railway line to the east of the site is several
metres above on an embankment, which is a designated Ecological Corridor. Beyond the railway line is the
Bounds Green Industrial Estate, a designated employment area.

The areas to the west and south of the site form a large area of Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) and Site of

14
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Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC); including Hollickwood Park, a small local public park also
designated SINC Grade Il, and Muswell Hill Golf Course, which like the site is SINC Grade I.

The area is of sufficient size, has good access provided that an acceptable entrance/exit point could be made
off the Orion Road roundabout, to enable robust boundary treatment to provide a buffer zone to the nearest
sensitive receptors; namely users of the golf course and park and residents in Alexandra Road and further
west.

The area is suitable for a wide range of waste management uses and, through a legal agreement, could
provide an opportunity to decontaminate the area and enhance biodiversity.

POTENTIAL USES

According to the NPPW, WPAs should identify the type or types of waste management facility that would be
appropriately located on the allocated site or in the allocated area, taking care to avoid stifling innovation in line
with the waste hierarchy.

In light of this, an appraisal of the suitability of the site for accommodating a range of waste management
facilities has been undertaken with reference to Government guidance - ODPM (2004) Planning for Waste
Management Facilities — A Research Study. The suitability of the site in relation to a range of facility types has

been indicated using a series of symbols (v v,7, X etc.) and a commentary provided.
Facility type Broad Comments
suitability
A This is a relatively large site, so appropriate size wise, and would
Integrated resource recovery not be visually intrusive as it is not overlooked.
facilities / resource parks There are sensitive receptors in the form of the gold course, park

and residents but the site is of sufficient size to be able to locate a
facilitate far enough away as to not create any significant adverse
impacts on those sensitive receptors

B Provided that the facility was appropriately situated on-site away
Major waste treatment facility from nearby housing and other sensitive receptors such as the
(including thermal treatment, school, a major treatment facility would be appropriate on this site.
anaerobic digestion, pyrolysis Given that it is an enclosed facility it is considered that use of the
/ gasification, mechanical site as such would have a minimal impact on nearby sensitive
biological treatment) receptors.

C It is a relatively large site, so appropriate size wise, and would not
Waste transfer be visually intrusive as it is not overlooked.

There are sensitive receptors in the form of the golf course, park
and residents but the site is of sufficient size to be able to locate a
facilitate far enough away as to not create any significant adverse
impacts on those sensitive receptors

D The enclosed nature of an IVC facility and its compatibility with
Composting (including outdoor other commercial uses means that this site is appropriate for AD,
and indoor / in-vessel with only very limited impacts on sensitive receptors from such a
composting) facility likely.

Windrow composting may well be suitable at this location provided
that this was situated at least 250 metres away from the nearest
sensitive receptor to avoid issues with bioaerosals. There may be
potential to use the compost produced from such a facility to
improve the quality of the soil on site. However, the site would
need to be assessed for habitat value first.
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E
Processing and recycling

Processing and recycling would be an acceptable use on this site
provided that such a facility away from nearby sensitive receptors
including housing.

Potential mitigation measures

In light of the appraisal above, are there
any potential mitigation measures which
might be necessary for development on
the site?

There are a number of environmental and amenity issues facing
this area, although it previously accommodated a sewage
treatment works, has revegitated, contains a number of mature
trees and is designated as a SINC. Incorporating appropriate
boundary treatments / landscaping, protecting existing green
infrastructure features, undertaking appropriate ecological surveys
and creating replacement habitat are likely to be important
mitigation measures.

Mitigation measures would be required to protect the amenity of
sensitive receptors including hours of working, noise and odour
suppression.

Consideration should also be given to the creation of an
appropriate buffer between waste management facility and nearby
sensitive receptors.

Provision of an acceptable access of Orion Road Roundabout
would be required.

A contamination and ground stability appraisal would be required
to assess potential impacts from the historic landfill within the area
boundary.

As parts of the area are at a medium risk of flooding, the
completion of a suitable Flood Risk Assessment, and the
incorporation of SuDS or other techniques to manage surface
water runoff will be key mitigation measures. For any proposed
development which involves an increase in built footprint within
the modelled extent of the 1 in 100 chance in any year flood
event, taking the impacts of climate change into account, or where
the footprint has been moved into a deeper area of floodplain than
the existing built footprint, floodplain compensation will need to be
provided on a volume-for-volume and level-for- level basis.

Overall site performance
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Band B

Whilst there are a number of environmental and amenity issues facing this area including Site Specific
Proposal 5 which requires development to be mitigated by improving the nature conservation value of the site.
Invasive plant species have been found in abundance in the area, and given the historic uses, is likely to be
contaminated. Partial redevelopment would therefore offer a way to remediate the area and improve the
ecological value of the area. The area benefits from good access to the primary road network although as
discussed above an improved access off the Orion Road roundabout would be necessary.

Thermal Treatment facilities may be viable within the area but should only be considered if a Combined Heat
and Power facility could be incorporated into the facility and linked up to a district heating system.

The area has the potential to accommodate high-end waste management facilities including Anaerobic
Digestion and In-Vessel Composting facilities and other enclosed facilities. Firern Barnet is of sufficient size to
accommodate more than one facility, and is flexible enough to accommodate more than one type.

Should this site be taken forward for further consideration? Yes
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1. Purpose of the EQIA

This Equalities Impact Assessment (EqlA) has been undertaken to investigate
the implications of the emerging NLWP and complement the ongoing
sustainability appraisal process.

The purpose of an EQIA is to ensure that policies and strategies do not
discriminate against specific target groups and, where possible, contribute to
improving the lives of local communities. It is a systematic process which
considers the needs of each target group and is, in effect similar to undertaking a
risk assessment.

It is a two stage process. The first stage is a screening stage of the assessment
process. Screening identifies the positive and negative impact of the policy or
strategy on the equality target groups and identifies gaps in knowledge. If any
negative effects of high significance are indentified then a more detailed second
stage assessment will be undertaken focusing on the significant negative impacts
and identifying possible mitigation scenarios. Consultation with stakeholders and
members of the equality target groups is undertaken during both phases.

Legislation

Legislation relating to equality and diversity has been in existence for many
years. Recently much of the existing equality legislation was brought together
and strengthened under the Equality Act 2010, The Act sets out nine protected
characteristics which cannot be used as a reason to treat people unfairly (these
are listed in the appendix). The Act sets out the different ways in which it is
unlawful to treat people such as direct and indirect discrimination, harassment
and victimisation. The act prohibits unfair treatment in the workplace; when
providing services; and exercising public functions. The act came into force on 1
October 2010.

The Public Sector Equality Duty commenced in April 2011, which requires public
bodies to consider all individuals in shaping policy, delivering services, and in
relation to their own employees. It requires public bodies to have regard to the
need to eliminate discrimination, advance equality of opportunity, and foster good
relations between different people

! Further details available at the Equality and Human Rights Commission website
(https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/advice-and-guidance/public-sector-equality-duty)
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2. Equality Target Groups

For the purpose of this assessment, the following equality areas have been
considered:

Race

Disability

Gender including gender reassignment

Sexual Orientation

Religion and Belief

Age

Socio-economic

People who are pregnant or subject to maternity legislation
People with dependents and caring responsibilities

It is recognised however that many of these equality target groups may overlap
and have similar needs and/or be subject to similar prejudices.

The target groups are based on those adopted in the regional guidance written
by Transport for London (TfL) and the Greater London Authority (GLA) and other
functional bodies. It also pays due regard to the Public Sector Equality Duty. The
identified groups are also reflected in the available EqglA guidance of the London
Borough’s within the plan area. They are considered suitable to reflect the
diverse population within the seven London Boroughs.

It is considered that the impacts and the benefits of waste management facilities
are felt on a local, geographical basis. The analysis is therefore mainly a spatial
one, concentrating especially on the geographical distribution of the above
equality groups in North London. This analysis will help develop an
understanding of whether the potential impacts of waste management facilities
could be greater with regard to the equality groups.
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3. The North London Waste Plan (NLWP)

The NLWP is at the Proposed Submission stage (Regulation 19). It has been
prepared following consideration of responses received to the consultation on the
draft NLWP (Regulation 18) which took place in 2015. Consultation on the draft
NLWP provided an opportunity for stakeholders and communities to comment on
the plan and proposed policies. A report on the outcomes of this consultation is
available to view on the NLWP website?.

Six two-part public consultation events were held from 2" September to 11"
September 2015 consisting of both facilitated afternoon workshops requiring
registration and evening drop-in sessions. These took place in each North
London Borough, with the exception of Islington which co-hosted a combined
event in Camden close to the borough boundary and Enfield which held one
evening drop in session due to lack of attendance at the afternoon workshop.

An additional meeting was scheduled in Hackney specifically concerning the
suitability of the Theydon Road area identified in the previous consultation draft
for the development of waste management facilities. The purpose of these
events was to seek views from residents and interested parties on development
management policies, sites and areas set out in the draft

Evidence gathering to inform the preparation of the NLWP has been underway
since April 2013. The draft Plan consulted on in 2015 was accompanied by a
number of evidence base documents and supporting work. In preparing the
Proposed Submission Plan, updates have been undertaken to the data studies
that provide the main body of evidence that has informed the approach set out in
the Plan.

The Proposed Submission Plan is the version of the NLWP that the Boroughs
intend to submit to the Secretary of State for examination. It is being published to
allow the opportunity for stakeholders and communities to submit representations
on the soundness and legal and procedural compliance of the Proposed
Submission Plan.

Representations made during consultation on the Proposed Submission Plan will
be considered and any proposed changes will be submitted to the Inspector for
examination along with supporting documents.

? Further details available at the following website link http://www.nlwp.net/
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Once the Plan is submitted, an independent Inspector will be appointed (on
behalf of the Secretary of State) to examine whether the NLWP meets the
required legal and soundness tests, including duty to co-operate and procedural
requirements.

The aim of the North London Waste Plan (NLWP) is to: “To achieve net self-
sufficiency for LACW, C&l and C&D waste streams, including hazardous waste,
and support a greener London by providing a planning framework that
contributes to an integrated approach to management of materials further up the
waste hierarchy. The NLWP will provide sufficient land for the sustainable
development of waste facilities that are of the right type, in the right place and
provided at the right time to enable the North London Boroughs to meet their
waste management needs throughout the plan period”.

The objectives of the draft NLWP are as follows:

SO1. To support the movement of North London’s waste as far up the
waste hierarchy as practicable, to ensure environmental and
economic benefits are maximised by utilising waste as a resource:
Met through Policies 2, 4, 6, 7 and 8

SO2. To ensure there is sufficient suitable land available to meet North
London’s waste management needs and reduce the movements of
waste through safeguarding existing sites and identifying locations
for new waste facilities:

Met through Policies 1, 2, 3,4, 7 and 8

S03. To plan for net self-sufficiency in LACW, C&l, C&D waste streams,
including hazardous waste, by providing opportunities to manage
as much as practicable of North London’s waste within the Plan
area taking into account the amounts of waste apportioned to the
Boroughs in the London Plan, and the requirements of the North
London Waste Authority:

Met through Policies 1, 2, 3, 4, and 8

SO4. To ensure that all waste developments meet high standards of
design and build quality, and that the construction and operation of
waste management facilities do not cause unacceptable harm to
the amenity of local residents or the environment:
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Met through Policy 5

SO5. To ensure the delivery of sustainable waste development within the
Plan area through the integration of social, environmental and
economic considerations:

Met through Policies 2, 5 and 7

SO6. To provide opportunities for North London to contribute to the
development of a low carbon economy and decentralised energy:
Met through Policy 6

SO7. To support the use of sustainable forms of transport and minimise
the impacts of waste movements including on climate change:
Met through Policy 5

SO8. To protect and, where possible, enhance North London’s natural
environment, biodiversity, cultural and historic environment:
Met through Policy 5

The NLWP sets out the planning framework for the management of North
London’s waste. The purpose of the plan is to ensure there will be adequate
provision of waste management facilities of the right type, in the right place and
at the right time up to 2035 to manage this waste.

Who defined the terms/scope of the document? (e.g. central or regional
government/ Stakeholders/Consultation)

The broad scope for the NLWP is determined by Government Guidance in the
National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW), The National Planning Policy
Framework, the Waste Management Plan for England and National Policy
Statements for Waste Water and Hazardous Waste, and any successor
documents. The scope is also defined by the Mayor’'s London Plan as Local Plan
documents are required to be in general conformity with this.

The duty to co-operate was introduced by the Localism Act 2011. Local planning
authorities are now required to formally co-operate with other local planning
authorities and bodies prescribed in the Town and Country Planning (Local
Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 on strategic matters. These are defined
as matters relating to the sustainable development or use of land that would have
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a significant impact on at least two local planning authorities or on a planning
matter that falls within the remit of a county council, for example waste and
minerals planning. The duty requires local planning authorities and other public
bodies to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis to develop
strategic policies. Meeting the requirements of the duty to co-operate is a key
part of the plan making process for the NLWP and the North London Boroughs
are working closely with other waste planning authorities that are critical for the
delivery of an effective waste strategy for North London.

In addition, the North London Boroughs are working closely with the London
Legacy Development Corporation (LLDC) to plan for waste within the areas of
Hackney and Waltham Forest which fall under the jurisdiction of the LLDC. An
agreement for the working relationship between the North London Boroughs and
the LLDC has been drawn up. This agreement, or Memorandum of
Understanding, identifies the Sites and Areas suitable for waste within the
Hackney and Waltham Forest parts of the LLDC area.

Engagement and consultation does not end with the duty to co-operate. The
North London Boroughs are also seeking views from other bodies, organisations
and residents throughout the plan-making process and the framework for this is
set out in the NLWP Consultation Protocol. Other consultees include the Waste
Disposal Authority (North London Waste Authority or NLWA). The NLWA is
responsible for managing the waste collected by the north London boroughs, in
particular household waste. The NLWP is required to ensure there is adequate
provision for the disposal and recovery of this waste.

The policies within the NLWP have been developed in partnership with a number
of consultees and stakeholders through consultation exercises and continued
community involvement. Full details on the consultation process are available
through the Consultation Report that accompanies the Proposed Submission
Plan.

Is the document directed or influenced by another policy controlled by the
Councils?

The North London Waste Plan (NLWP) will sit within the suite of local planning
policy documents of each of the seven North London Boroughs and will also
facilitate the delivery of the Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy
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(JMWMS) prepared by the North London Waste Authority (NLWA). Each of the
seven Boroughs has an adopted Core Strategy or Local Plan in place containing
an overarching policy on sustainable waste management. Each of these policies
provides the local strategic policy for the development of the NLWP. The NLWP
will provide the planning framework alongside detailed guidance for waste
development across the seven Boroughs.

Are there any other Council services or external agencies who share
responsibility for the document?

Who implements the policy and who is responsible for it?

() the responsibilities which the Councils holds and

(i) the responsibilities held by other bodies (public, private or 'other")

Local Planning Authorities are responsible for monitoring the Plan and
ensuring decisions on planning applications are made in line with the Waste
Plan, their individual Local Plan and other Development Plan or Supplementary
Planning Documents. Once adopted, the NLWP will form part of the Local Plan
for each Borough.

Landowners have a role in putting forward suitable suites for waste
management proposals.

The Waste industry has the role of initiating, constructing and operating sites for
waste management in accordance with the NLWP.

The Environment Agency has role in regulating the operation of waste
management developments in terms of regulating groundwater quality through
abstraction and discharge permits, permitting waste sites and monitoring waste
permits. They are also responsible for managing information on waste entering
and leaving permitted sites.

The North London Waste Authority are responsible for managing the disposal
of Local Authority Collected Waste (LACW) in North London.
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4. Overview of the NLWP Area

Population

The area covered by the NLWP encompasses seven London Boroughs - Barnet,
Camden, Enfield, Hackney, Haringey, Islington and Waltham Forest. The North
London area is one of the most densely populated areas in the UK. Recent
statistics® show that the population has risen from 1.64 million in 2002 to an
estimated 2.03 million in 2017 and that the population continues to grow at a rate
above the national average.

All of the Boroughs saw an increase in population between 2002 and 2017.
Population increases have varied from around 18.5% growth in Enfield to just
over 30% in Hackney and Islington over the 25 year time period. The highest
density is in the inner London boroughs of Islington, Hackney and Camden,
closely followed by Haringey. Waltham Forest, Barnet and Enfield are the least
densely populated of the North London Boroughs, however these Boroughs are
substantially more densely populated than the rest of the country. Barnet and
Enfield have a population density that is less than the average of London.

Hackney, Islington, Haringey, and Waltham Forest are ranked within the 30 most
deprived areas in the country®. The indices of deprivation are based on income;
employment; health and disability; education, skills and training; barriers to
housing and services; living environment; and crime.

Ethnic Diversity

The latest survey data (2017) shows that the majority of people in the seven
North London Boroughs gave their ethnic origin as White (Table 1). Five of the
Boroughs had Asian populations above 10% with Barnet and Waltham Forest
having the greatest percentage share. In terms of people identifying themselves
as Black, five of the Boroughs had populations above 10% with Hackney and
Waltham Forest featuring the greatest proportions®.

® Office for National Statistics — Mid Year Population Estimates (2017)
* MHCLG Indices of Deprivation (2015) https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/indices-of-deprivation-2015
® Data from Office for National Statistics Annual Population Survey (https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/ethnic-groups-

borough)
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https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/ethnic-groups-borough
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Table 1 — Ethnicity

Mixed/

Borough White Asian Black Other Total

Barnet 68.7% 14.9% 3.6% 12.8% 100%
Camden 62.4% 12.8% 8.8% 16.0% 100%
Enfield 64.6% 12.2% 14.0% 9.2% 100%
Hackney 54.5% 10.5% 17.3% 17.7% 100%
Haringey 66.9% 6.8% 14.4% 11.9% 100%
Islington 64.5% 7.7% 11.1% 16.7% 100%
Waltham Forest 56.0% 14.8% 16.2% 13.4% 100%

Source: Office for National Statistics Annual Population Survey
Religion

The Christian faith is the highest represented faith in all of the seven North
London Boroughs. In Barnet, the second most popular faith is Jewish but in all
the other boroughs, the Muslim faith represents the second highest faith group® .

Health

Life expectancy for females across the seven North London Boroughs is higher
than the average for England based on statistics for a rolling average over the
period 2012-2014". For males living in Barnet, Enfield, Camden and Haringey,
life expectancy is higher than the average for England.

Disability

In the UK it is thought that approximately 15% of the population could be defined
as Disabled under the Disability Discrimination Act. A limiting long term illness
incorporates health problems and disabilities which limit daily activities. Table 2
below shows the number of people with Long-Term Health problems or Disability
nationally, within London and within the seven North London Boroughs.

® Data from Census (2011) https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/percentage-population-religion-borough
" Office for National Statistics https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/life-expectancy-birth-and-age-65-borough
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Table 2: People with a Long-Term Health Problem or Disability ®

Day-to-day Day-to-day Day-to-day

activities limited | activities l