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1. Introduction and Legislation  
1.1 This Statement of Consultation (SoC) details the actions of the London 

Borough of Croydon, the Royal Borough of Kingston, the London Borough of 
Merton and the London Borough of Sutton (hereafter “The Councils”) 
undertook for the publication of the South London Waste Plan.  
 

1.2 This Statement is often referred to as a Regulation 19 statement. In fact 
though, it is intended to meet the requirements of Regulations 19, 20, 21 and 
22 of the Local Plan Regulations (SI2012/767) 
 

1.3  

 
Regulation 22 (1) of the Local Plan Regulations 
 
22.—(1) The documents prescribed for the purposes of section 20(3) of the 
Act are— 
 

(a) the sustainability appraisal report; 
 

(b) a submission policies map if the adoption of the local plan would 
result in changes to the adopted policies map; 

 
(c) a statement setting out— 

 
(v) if representations were made pursuant to regulation 20, the 

number of representations made and a summary of the main 
issues raised in those representations 

 

 
2. Consultation Methods 
2.1  The elements of the consultation were as follows: 
 

 
When? 

 
The publication period ran from 4 September 2020 to 22 October 
2020. 
 

 
Who?  

 
The following groups or persons were consulted:  
● Specific consultation bodies, relevant authorities, general 
consultation bodies and residents’ groups on the LB Croydon 
database plus businesses and residents who expressed a wish to 
be on the LB Croydon consultee database 
 
● Specific consultation bodies, relevant authorities, general 
consultation bodies and residents’ groups on the RB Kingston 
database plus businesses and residents who expressed a wish to 
be on the RB Kingston consultee database 
 
● Specific consultation bodies, relevant authorities, general 
consultation bodies and residents’ groups on the LB Merton 
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database plus businesses and residents who expressed a wish to 
be on the LB Merton consultee database 
 
● Specific consultation bodies, relevant authorities, general 
consultation bodies and residents’ groups on the LB Sutton 
database plus businesses and residents who expressed a wish to 
be on the LB Sutton consultee database 
 
● Prescribed bodies for Duty-to-Cooperate purposes 
 
● Owners of the waste sites proposed to be safeguarded 
 
● Members of the London Waste Planning Forum 
 
● Local Authorities who received or sent more than 2,500 tonnes 
of Household or Commercial & Industrial waste, 5,000 tonnes of 
Construction, Demolition & Excavation waste and 100 tonnes of 
Hazardous waste in any year between 2013 and 2017. 
 
● Residents and groups who responded at the Issues and Options 
consultation in 2019 
 

 
How?  

 
The following consultation methods were employed: 
 
● Emails and letters to: 

- All on the four Councils’ consultee database; 
- Owners of waste sites proposed to be safeguarded;  
- Prescribed Duty-to-cooperate purposes bodies; 
- Members of the London Waste Planning Forum; 
- Local Authorities who received or sent more than 2,500 

tonnes of Household or Commercial & Industrial waste, 
5,000 tonnes of Construction, Demolition & Excavation 
waste and 100 tonnes of Hazardous waste in any year 
between 2013 and 2017; and 

- Residents and groups who responded to the Issues and 
Options consultation in 2019 

 
● Webpages on each of the four Councils’ websites 
 
● Inclusion on the consultation portal of the Council’s website, if 
the Council has a consultation portal 
 
● Documents placed at the main offices and libraries of all four 
Councils, where they are open 
 
● Press releases, where required by the SCI 
 
● Tweets and Facebook posts, where required by the SCI 
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2.2 Therefore, the scope of the consultation extended beyond the requirements of 

Regulation 19 which required the Councils to  
  

 
Regulation 19 of the Local Plan Regulations 
 
Publication of a Local Plan  
 
19. Before submitting a local plan to the Secretary of State under section 20 
of the Act, the local planning authority must—  
 
(a) make a copy of each of the proposed submission documents and a 
statement of the representations procedure available in accordance with 
regulation 35, and  
 
(b) ensure that a statement of the representations procedure and a 
statement of the fact that the proposed submission documents are available 
for inspection and of the places and times at which they can be inspected, is 
sent to each of the general consultation bodies and each of the specific 
consultation bodies invited to make representations under regulation 18(1). 
 

 
3. Statements of Community Involvement 
3.1 In addition, the consultation needs to meet the requirements of each Council’s 

Statement of Community Involvement approved or adopted on the date the 
consultation started (4th September 2020). The Councils’ approved or adopted 
Statement of Community Involvement on that date is as follows: 

 LB Croydon Statement Of Community Involvement (November 2018) 

 RB Kingston Statement of Community Involvement (June 2020) 

 LB Merton Statement of Community Involvement (June 2020) 

 LB Sutton Statement of Community Involvement (December 2019) 
 
3.2 It should be noted that for the Issues and Options consultation, RB Kingston 

and LB Merton had Statements of Community Involvement which were over 
five years old and so deemed out-of-date. Consequently, it was necessary to 
default to the consultation requirements in the Local Plan Regulations for 
these two boroughs. For this consultation, however, both councils adopted 
new Statements of Community involvement prior to the consultation and so 
these new Statements of Community Involvement can be used this 
publication stage. In addition, LB Sutton adopted a new Statement of 
Community Involvement in December 2019 to replace the 2014 Statement of 
Community Involvement, which was used for the Issues and Options 
consultation.  

 
3.3 The following tables set out each Council’s Statement of Community 

Involvement Requirements and whether they have been met. 
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London Borough of Croydon 

Method of Consultation Required 
by SCI? 

Done Evidence Available 

Contact consultees on database Required YES See appendix 

Webpage Required YES See appendix 

Consultation portal webpage Required YES See appendix 

Documents in council offices and 
libraries 

Required YES Delivered 

Seeking hard-to-reach groups Required YES Within the consultee 
database 

Notice in local newspaper Optional NO - 

Advertisement in council 
communications 

Optional  NO - 

General meetings Optional NO - 

Bespoke meetings Optional NO - 

Social media Optional NO - 

 

Royal Borough of Kingston 

Method of Consultation Required 
by SCI? 

Done Evidence Available 

Contact consultees on database Required YES See appendix 

Webpage  Required YES See appendix 

Consultation Portal Required YES See appendix 

Documents in Guildhall 2 Required YES Guildhall 2 – not 
open but hotline to 
call 

Seek Letter of Conformity Required YES See appendix 

Documents in libraries Optional NO - 

Those affected by policies or sites Optional YES All safeguarded site 
owners and 
occupiers sent 
email or letter 

Press release Optional NO - 

Existing forums and focus groups Optional NO - 

Display in council reception Optional NO - 

Notices at prominent locations Optional NO - 

General meetings Optional NO - 

Bespoke meetings Optional NO - 

Social media Additional YES See appendix 

 

London Borough of Merton 

Method of Consultation Required 
by SCI? 

Done Evidence 
Available 

Contact consultees on database Required 
by Reg 19 

YES See appendix 

Webpage Required YES See appendix 

Consultation portal webpage Required YES See appendix 

Document in Civic Centre Required 
by Reg 35 

YES Delivered 

General meetings Optional NO - 

Bespoke meetings Optional NO - 

Press notices Optional NO - 
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Council magazine Optional NO - 

Social media Optional YES See appendix 

 

London Borough of Sutton 

Method of Consultation Required 
by SCI? 

Done Evidence Available 

Contact consultees on database Required YES See appendix 

Webpage Required YES See appendix 

Consultation portal webpage Required YES See appendix 

Documents in council offices and 
libraries 

Required YES Delivered 

Press release Required YES See appendix 

Council committee meeting Required YES See appendix 

Social media Required YES See appendix 

General meetings Optional NO - 

Bespoke meetings Optional NO - 

 
4. Consultation Responses 

4.1 A total of 115 representations were received from 47 respondents on the Draft 
South London Waste Plan and its Sustainability Appraisal document. 

 
4.2 The following table provides a summary of the main issues raised in the 

representations. A full list of the representations are set out in an 
accompanying document. 
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Main Issues Arising from the Consultation 
 

Observations 39 Representations 

● The Mayor of London commented that the plan was not in conformity with the London Plan Intend to Publish (ItP) 2019, as it fails to 
secure compensatory capacity of at least equivalent throughput to that which would be lost as a result of draft Policy WP3(c). There 
was also concerned about the implementation of the waste hierarchy. 

● Transport for London observed that three sites located in the Weir Road Industrial Area were identified in a 2015 consultation as sites 
to support Crossrail 2 and a reference to this should be provided.  

● National Grid highlighted a number of safeguarded waste sites that are crossed or are in close proximity to National Grid Assets and 
flagged up existing guidance for developing near pylons and overhead power lines. 

● Natural England had no comments to make on the plan. 
● Highways England stated it was satisfied that the consultation for Draft South London Waste Plan will not materially affect the safety, 

reliability and operation of the Strategic Road Network. 
● Sport England did not have any comments to make. 
● Buckinghamshire County Council did not have any comments to make. 
● Cheshire West and Chester Council confirm that it was not aware of any major proposed reductions in the current provision of waste 

disposal facilities that would cause strategic cross-boundary issues in terms of future waste movements. 
● The Wandle Valley Forum considered that more recognition was needed for the Wandle and commented that the plan should 

explicitly support any development of sites M6, M10, M12, M14, M15 and M16 that has a positive impact on the River Wandle. 
Additionally, the response commented that protecting the amenity of those using the regional park should be reference in other 
Merton sites. 

● Wimbledon Park Residents’ Association commented that the methodology used to assess air quality was flawed. 
● Councillor Nick Mattey for Beddington North Ward (Sutton) commented on various matters, including the general environmental 

impact of waste incineration, energy from waste plants, the carbon intensity of energy from waste plants, a lack of data on vehicle 
movement, data on gross vehicle weights, the impact of traffic and air pollution 

● The Wimbledon Society commented on the lack of proposals to improve recycling rates, the adverse impact of permitted development 
tights on waste and industrial sites, lack of clarity on monitoring of environmental conditions, a lack of clarity over resources for 
implementing the waste plan, consistency with boroughs’ local plans, a suggestion of a target for energy required to run facilities.  

● The Merton Conservative Group commented that waste vehicles should have restricted access to the road network, encouraged the 
use of sustainably fuel vehicles and improved air quality monitoring was required. Additional comments were made on the 
achievability of recycling targets, the performance of waste collection providers in Merton and the need for the rest of London to 
improve recycling. Support was offered for being self-sufficient and for the apportionment approach.  

● The South West London Air Quality Monitoring Group objected to the continued used of the Beddington Energy Recovering Facility on 
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the grounds of its health impacts, climate impact and the avoidable burning of recyclables.  
● The Environment Agency commented on the absence of references to national strategies and a circular economy diagram. In 

addition, a number of legislative changes were signposted as well as potential future changes, potential impacts of coronavirus and a 
need to regularly review the Technical Study. Finally, the EA commented that there was a lack of clarity on the approach taken with 
‘no new sites’ and how this fits in with environmental permitting regulations.  

● Surrey County Council commented that the additional supporting evidence, such as the quantification of the Excavation waste 
forecast to arise in the SLWP area over the plan period, could be beneficial to justify the approach to planning for Excavation waste. 

● Historic England supported the Sustainability Appraisal commented that we consider that there should be an unambiguous policy that 
will ensure that the historic environment is conserved and enhanced. 

● Viridor suggested that the Beddington Recycling Centre should be considered for contingency space and infrastructure for times when 
the ERF is not operational, and for supporting uses in association with restored landfill. 

● A number of responses from local residents on various matters, including concerns about fly tipping, street cleaning, creating COVID 
secure workplaces, concerns about the ERF, inconsistencies between sites in the Plan and the Technical Report and a requirement 
of more focus on the climate emergency. In addition there was a suggestion that there should be a policy that monitors the final 
destination of waste, a policy on cleaning glass/plastic and concerns about very thin plastic film waste. 

 
Issues 

Key Issue 3 – Scarcity of Land   1 representation 

● Viridor commented that the draft Plan does not address the matter of planning for management and maintenance of modern 
mechanical waste processes when facilities are temporarily unavailable.  
 

 

Key Issue 4 – Waste Transfer Facilities  1 representation 

● Viridor commented on the importance of transfer station when facilities such as the Beddington ERF are not available and the need 
for flexibility in the plan for this to be addressed.  
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Key Issue 5 – Climate Change, the End of Landfill and the Circular Economy 1 representation 

● Viridor supported the proposal to not safeguard the Beddington Farmlands Landfill site which closed to waste at the end of 2019 but 
drew attention to inert waste, which will be brought to the site until 2023. In addition Viridor suggested that the area of safeguarded at 
the Beddington ERF site (S2) should be expanded to accommodate future infrastructure that could contribute towards reducing 
carbon emissions. 

 

Vision and Objectives 1 representation 

● Viridor suggested added an objective to ensure Waste Management Sites that are meeting capacity requirements are capable of 
meeting these needs all the time, not only when the facility is operational.  
 

 
 

Policy WP1: Strategic Approach to Household Waste and Commercial and Industrial waste 8 representations 

● The Mayor of London objected to Policy WP1 (d) was considered to prevent new waste sites from coming forward. The Major 
suggested an amended policy should support new waste sites coming forward in appropriate circumstances, which could include 
criteria such as the site’s position in the waste hierarchy and requirements around impact on amenity. 

● 777 Demolition and Haulage considered that the existing management appears to be an under estimate of actual capacity available in 
the plan area, commenting that the draft Plan and the supporting Technical Report contain inaccuracies, inconsistencies and 
unreasonable assumptions resulting in this under estimate. 777 Demolition and Haulage provided a detailed response to justify its 
view. 

● SUEZ supported the inclusion of S12 to meeting apportionment and highlighted its critical role in achieving this. However, SUEZ drew 
attention to the fact that implementation of the permission as S12 in contingent on planning permission being granted for 
redevelopment of its Benedict Wharf site, which has been referred to the Mayor for decision. In addition, SUEZ objected to Policy 
WP1(d) as not being consistent with national policy.   

● Viridor commented that WP1(a) should be amended to recognise that facilities for accommodating the temporary displacement of 
waste are needed, for example when facilities are closed for maintenance, WP1(c) should recognise that extension to facilities should 
be included to meet waste targets and WP1(d) should also recognise that waste needs to be accepted somewhere when facilities are 
closed for maintenance. 

● Thames Water requested that the full name of the organisation was used. 
● Residents questioned the need for a new plan, asked how the councils will develop efficient and effective management to eliminate 
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the need for additional waste capacity and asked about recycling rates.  
 

 
 

Policy WP2: Strategic Approach to Other Forms of Waste 4 representations 

● Thames Water supported Policy WP2 (d) which was considered in line with the NPPF and NPPG. 
● D B Cargo consider the Policy WP2 needed be amended to include reference to its suggested safeguarding of the Chessington 

Railhead. 
● The South London Waste Partnership requested a modification to WP2(e) to include a reference to potential anaerobic digestions 

facilities to treat municipal food waste. 
● 777 Demolition and Haulage considered that the existing management appears to be an under estimate of actual capacity available in 

the plan area, commenting that the draft Plan and the supporting Technical Report contain inaccuracies, inconsistencies and 
unreasonable assumptions resulting in this under estimate. 777 Demolition and Haulage provided a detailed response to justify its 
view. 

 

Policy WP3: Existing Waste Sites 10 representations 

● The Mayor of London commented the WP3(c) was not in conformity with the London Plan ItP which requires compensatory capacity 
to at least meet, and should exceed, the maximum achievable throughput of the site propose to be lost. The Mayor recommend 
removing the reference to case-by-case’ basis in WP3(c) and add addition criteria to WP4 to reflect the London Plan requirements. 

● The Mayor of London commented that the Mayor’s ambition for net waste self-sufficiency could be reflected in the wording of Policy 
WP3 (d) and suggested that the SLWP boroughs continue to engage with other boroughs who may have a shortfall through the Duty 
to Cooperate. 

● The Mayor of London supported the principle of WP3(e) that requires waste to be managed to at least the same level in the waste 
hierarchy. However, the Mayor considered the wording unclear and could lead to compensatory provision being made at a lower level 
in the waste hierarchy. As such the Mayor considers Part E to not be in conformity with the London Plan ItP. 

● King Concrete supported the safeguarded of its site (Site S8) but suggested adding “where possible” to the requirement for enclosed 
buildings.  

● Day Group Ltd supported draft Policy WP3. 
● D B Cargo suggested amendments were needed to include reference to its suggested safeguarding of the Chessington Railhead. 
● 777 Demolition and Haulage objected to draft Policy WP3, commenting that not allowing compensatory provision from outside the 
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Plan area was overly restrictive and not in conformity with the London Plan. In additional, 777 Demoltion and Haulage commented the 
draft Plan and its technical report under estimate available capacity across the Plan area but overestimate the capacity on its site. 
Suggested changes were provided, including changing the policy to allow compensatory provision from outside the Plan area, 
recognition of additional capacity they have identified and the deletion of site S1.  

● Spaces4 Work commented that the forecast arisings in the London Plan are considered to be in excess of what can be reasonably 
expected due to Covid-19 and C,D&E waste arisings that uses the GLA employment projections result in an overestimation. In 
addition the draft Waste Plan over underestimates actual capacity. Amendments to the evidence base, including Figures 13 and 15, 
demonstrating a larger surplus of existing waste management capacity available to manage forecast arisings/needs. Deletion of Site 
S5 from the schedule of sites to be safeguarded. Deletion of Site S11 from the schedule of sites to be safeguarded 

● SUEZ objected to Policy WP3(d), to restrict compensatory provision from outside the SLWP area being permitted, as inflexible and 
inconsistent with national policy.  

● Viridor supported the safeguarding of existing sites in draft Policy WP3. However, Viridor objected to the proposed redline boundary, 
which excludes the recycling centre that has temporary permission to 2022. Viridor suggested that WP3(b) should prefer extensions 
of existing sites over new separate sites.  Viridor support the need for compensatory provision under WP3(C) but requested clarity 
over whether it applies to temporary permissions. In addition, Viridor commented suggested a number of factual updates.  

 

Policy WP4: Sites for Compensatory Provision 5 representations 

● The Mayor of London commented that restricting new waste sites to SILS / LSIS was not consistent with the intention of the London 
Plan ItP, which directs waste sites to these locations but does not restrict them to it. The Major encourages the SLWP to make 
changes that would allow greater flexibility for the delivery of waste sites outside of these areas.  

● 777 Demolition and Haulage commented that the approach set out in Policy WP4 is less flexible and deliverable approach than the 
London Plan. 777 Demolition and Haulage considered that the policy intension of the London Plan, to allow compensatory capacity 
through the intensification of existing sites should be reflected in the SLWP.  

● Spaces4 Work also commented that the approach set out in Policy WP4 is less flexible and deliverable approach than the London 
Plan and considered that the policy intension of the London Plan, to allow compensatory capacity through the intensification of 
existing sites should be reflected in the SLWP. Spaces4 work suggest that the Policy should explicitly provide for compensatory 
capacity for loss of safeguarded waste sites to be provided through reconfiguration and intensification of existing waste management 
sites, as well as provision of new sites. This would allow the SWLP to rationalise sites that are proposed for safeguarding and allow 
for the deletion of sites S5 and S11. 

● Surrey County Council commented that the reference in WP4 (d) to “have particularly regard to” was ambiguous and suggested 
amendments to make the policy clear and effective.  

● Viridor commented that the impact of the policy of temporary waste sites is needed. 
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Policy WP5: Protecting and Enhancing Amenity  5 representations 

● The Environment Agency supported the inclusion of previously suggested references in criteria (viii) and policies to protect and 
enhance amenity and deliver sustainable construction across waste management sites. The Environment Agency also commented 
that ongoing monitoring of policy WP5 with regards to the enclosures of waste sites, which should be applied to all the current waste 
sites as well as new or intensified sites. Enclosure should be within a quality building and not temporary scaffolding and plastic 
structures. 

● SUEZ commented that the policy requirement of WP5 (b) is too restrictive. 
● Historic England commented that the SLWP should include a policy requirement for waste development applications to assess the 

potential impact on the historic environment and suggested wording for inclusion. In addition Historic England suggested that the Plan 
references to archaeological evaluation could be improved. 

 
 

Policy WP6: Sustainable Design and Construction    4 representations 

● The Merton Liberal Democrat Group commented that the SLWP gives no supportive evidence of a strategy of transferring to clean 
waste vehicle fleet, insufficient methodology as to how journeys will reduce C02 increases on roads, no inclusion of PM2.5 data and 
no guidelines for drivers/staff for anti-idling driving training. The Merton Liberal Democrat Group support proposals on environmental 
grounds, provided that relevant policies are adhered to. However, concern was raised about how the Plan will potentially affect Local 
biodiversity Acton Plans Targets and stated that the Plan does not contain details for increasing habitats for wildlife on existing sites. 
Concern was raised that the SA Framework (Objective 6) does not mention green walls. Finally concerns was raised that no new 
facilities were proposed in Merton, meaning that Merton will not get any benefits from biodiversity gain. The Merton Liberal Democrat 
Group raised concerns about the CO2 emissions from the Beddington ERF and did not consider that carbon offsetting to be 
acceptable as an appropriate form of CO2 reduction.  

● The Environment Agency supported Policy WP6 and supported joint enforcement action against poor performing waste sites. In 
addition the EA suggested that design guidance for waste management sites be develop to support implementation of the Plan and 
specifically assist in the delivery of CREEAM and /or CEEQUAL ‘Excellent’. 

 

Policy WP7: The Benefits of Waste     2 representations 
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● Residents asked what work was being done with local food business whose trade relies on paper and their contributions to disposal 
and how their practices contribute to local and national targets. In addition it was suggested that a reference to employment 
opportunities within waste management is included and support was offered for the Plan’s approach to the circular economy.  

 
 

Policy WP8: New Development Affecting Waste Sites  3 representations 

● Day Group Ltd supported draft Policy WP8 but suggested an amendment to improve effectiveness.  
● D B Cargo suggested amendments were needed to include reference to its suggested safeguarding of the Chessington Railhead 
● Suez supported the draft Policy. 

 

Site C1 to C13  1 representation 

● Historic England requested that the Archaeological Priority Areas (APA) for Croydon sites C1 to C13 are updated to reflect Croydon’s 
APA review which assigned the sites to Tiers I-IV 

 

Site C1: Able Waste Services, 43 Imperial Way, Croydon  1 representation 

● Historic England recommended the Plan identify and reference designated heritage assets near site C1. 

  

Site C4: Days Aggregates Purley Depot, Approach Road, Croydon  1 representation 

● Day Group Ltd supported the inclusion on Site C4. 

 

Site C5A: Factory Lane Waste Transfer Station, Factory Lane, Croydon  1 representation 
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● The South London Waste Partnership commented that the operational requirements on the site may have changed and requested the 
potential for reconfiguration of site C5A be included in the Plan. 

   

 

 

Site C12: Stubbs Mead Depot, Factory Lane, Croydon  1 representation 

● Historic England commented that, whilst the site is not located in an APA, it would require archaeological consideration as it is over 
0.5 ha 

 

Site K4: Kingston Waste Transfer Station, Chapel Mill Road, off Villiers Road  1 representation 

● The South London Waste Partnership commented that the operational requirements on the site may have changed and requested the 
potential for reconfiguration of Site K4 be included in the Plan. 

 

Proposed New Site: New Site in Kingston: Chessington Railhead, Garrison Lane  1 representation 

● D B Cargo requested that the Chessington Railhead, Garrison Lane is added to the SLWP as a safeguarded site. 

  

New Site in Kingston: Land adjacent to Site K4 , part of the Hogsmill Sewage Treatment Works  1 representation 

● The South London Waste Partnership commented that the only facility within the SLWP area for segregated food waste (M15) and 
this isn’t sufficient capacity ti treat all food waste currently produced by residents.  The South London Waste Partnership suggested 
that the Hogsmill Sewage Treatment Works, adjacent to site K4 (Kingston Waste Transfer Station), presents an opportunity to 
consider the construction of an anaerobic digestion facility on this flank of the Hogsmill site in order to provide additional proximate 
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food waste treatment infrastructure to meet the needs of the Partnership area. 
 

 

Site M6: George Killoughery, 41 Willow Lane, Merton  1 representation 

● The Wandle Valley Forum commented that the SLWP should explicitly support any development of Site M6 that respects the 
character of the Wandle, its ability to operate as a naturally functioning river and the provision of open space and public access along 
the river bank. In addition the Wandle Valley Forum suggested added the protection of the amenity of those using the future Wandle 
Valley Regional Park as an issue to consider. Finally the Wandle Valley Forum suggested including safeguarding provisions for a new 
public footpath along the east bank of the Wandle if development proposals come forward for Site M6. 

 

Site M9: Maguire Skips. Storage Yard, Wandle Way, Merton  1 representation 

● Maguire Skips supported the safeguarding of its site and requested the ‘Opportunity to increase waste managed’ is updated to reflect 
the potential for intensification of the site.  

  

Site M10: Powerday, Weir Court, 36 Weir Road, Merton  2 representations 

● Transport for London commented that the ‘issues to consider’ for Site M10 are updated for each of these sites to include a reference 
to the identified requirement of these sites for Crossrail 2, and that TfL/Crossrail 2 will need to be consulted on any plans to intensify 
or change the use of these sites.  

● The Wandle Valley Forum commented that the SLWP should explicitly support any development of Site M10 that respects the 
character of the Wandle, its ability to operate as a naturally functioning river and the provision of open space and public access along 
the river bank. In addition the Wandle Valley Forum suggested added the protection of the amenity of those using the future Wandle 
Valley Regional Park as an issue to consider for Site M10. 

 

Site M11: Morden Transfer Station, Amenity Way, Morden  1 representation 
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● SUEZ supported the safeguarding of the site  

 

 

Site M12: NJB Recycling, 77 Weir Road, Merton  2 representations 

● Transport for London commented that the ‘issues to consider’ for Site M12 are updated for each of these sites to include a reference 
to the identified requirement of these sites for Crossrail 2, and that TfL/Crossrail 2 will need to be consulted on any plans to intensify 
or change the use of these sites. 

● The Wandle Valley Forum commented that the SLWP should explicitly support any development of Site M12 that respects the 
character of the Wandle, its ability to operate as a naturally functioning river and the provision of open space and public access along 

the river bank. In additional Site M12 should provide a sympathetic boundary to the Wandle Trail. 

 

Site M14: Reston Waste Transfer and Recovery, Unit 6, Weir Road, Merton  2 representations 

● Transport for London commented that the ‘issues to consider’ for M14 are updated for each of these sites to include a reference to the 
identified requirement of these sites for Crossrail 2, and that TfL/Crossrail 2 will need to be consulted on any plans to intensify or 
change the use of these sites. 

● The Wandle Valley Forum commented that the SLWP should explicitly support any development of sites M14 that respects the 
character of the Wandle, its ability to operate as a naturally functioning river and the provision of open space and public access along 
the river bank. In addition the Wandle Valley Forum suggested added the protection of the amenity of those using the future Wandle 
Valley Regional Park as an issue to consider for site M14. 

  

Site M15: Riverside AD Facility, 43 Willow Lane, Merton  2 representations 

● The Wandle Valley Forum commented that the SLWP should explicitly support any development of sites M15 that respects the 
character of the Wandle, its ability to operate as a naturally functioning river and the provision of open space and public access along 
the river bank. In addition the Wandle Valley Forum suggested added the protection of the amenity of those using the future Wandle 
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Valley Regional Park as an issue to consider. Finally the Wandle Valley Forum suggested including safeguarding provisions for a new 
public footpath along the east bank of the Wandle if development proposals come forward for site M15. 

● Historic England recommended the Plan identify and reference designated heritage assets near site M15. 

 

 

Site M16: Riverside Bio Waste treatment Centre, 43 Willow Lane, Merton  1 representation 

● The Wandle Valley Forum commented that the SLWP should explicitly support any development of sites M16 that respects the 
character of the Wandle, its ability to operate as a naturally functioning river and the provision of open space and public access along 
the river bank. In addition the Wandle Valley Forum suggested added the protection of the amenity of those using the future Wandle 
Valley Regional Park as an issue to consider. Finally the Wandle Valley Forum suggested including safeguarding provisions for a new 
public footpath along the east bank of the Wandle if development proposals come forward for site M16. 

 

Sutton Sites – General Comment  1 representation 

● A residents commented that there were many waste operators in the Beddington area, which does not enhance the environment or 
living experience and that Sutton Council should focus on enhancing life in Beddington North.  

  

Site S2: Beddington Farmlands Energy Recovery Facility, 105 Beddington Lane, Sutton  2 representations 

● A residents commented that the continued use of the ERF in a suburban environment is not justified or consistent with national policy, 
that an assessment of the cumulative impact on the highway network is needed and an expanded HGV fleet would have a negative 
impact on air quality. 

● The Sutton and Croydon Green Party commented that ERF will have to be closed by 2030, and plans put in place to reduce, reuse, 
and recycle more waste instead of sending waste to the ERF, to meet carbon neutral commitments by 2030.  

Site S5: Hinton Skips, Land to the rear of 112 Beddington Lane, Sutton  2 representations 
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● Hinton Skips supported the safeguarding of Site S5. 
● Spaces4 work commented that the throughput of the site was small and requested the site not be safeguarded so the landowner can 

retain flexibility over its future use. Spaces4 Work considered that the loss of this site would have no significant impact on the amount 
of capacity available in the Plan area 

 

 

Site S8: King Concrete, 124 Beddington Lane, Sutton 1 representation 

● King Concrete supported the safeguarding of its site.  

 

Site S11: TGM Environmental, 122 Beddington Lane, Sutton 1 representation 

● Spaces4 Work commented that the site is not is any waste use and is occupied by Amazon, the planning permission for waste was 
never implemented so the proposed safeguarding for waste should be removed.  

 

Site S12: Beddington Lane resource recovery Facility, 79-85 Beddington Lane, Sutton 1 representation 

● A resident objected to Site S12 as having a negative impact on the residential amenity of those properties in the vicinity of the site, 
especially with regard to air emissions and noise impacts. In addition, an expanded HGV fleet would have a negative impact on air 
quality. 

● SUEZ commented that the implementation of the planning permission for this site is dependent upon the ability to redevelop Benedict 
Wharf in Mitcham, Merton, which is currently uncertain. If the Mayor of London resolves to refuse planning permission for the 
alternative (nonwaste) use of Benedict Wharf, the site will remain in operational waste use and BRRF will not be deliverable. The 
overall strategy of the SLWP would then need to be revised accordingly, which may mean, for example, considering whether site S12 
could be released from safeguarding to contribute to industrial land supply 
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Appendix 2: Sites Counting Towards the Apportionment and C&D Target 1 representation 

● Day Group Ltd support the sites counting towards apportionment and C&D target. 
 



23 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX – EVIDENCE OF CONSULTATION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



24 
 

Croydon Email to Database Consultees 
 

 
 
 
 

…….. 
 
 

 
 
 



25 
 

Croydon Webpage 
 

 
 
 
 



26 
 

Croydon Consultation Portal Webpage 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



27 
 

Kingston Email to Database Consultees 
 

 
 
 
 
 



28 
 

Kingston Webpage 
 
 

 
 
 



29 
 

Kingston Consultation Portal 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



30 
 

Kingston SCI Requirement - Letter of Conformity 
 

 
 
 



31 
 

Kingston Tweet 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



32 
 

Merton Email to Database Consultees 
 
 

 
 

……… 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



33 
 

Merton Webpage 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 



34 
 

Merton Consultation Portal 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



35 
 

Merton Tweet 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



36 
 

Sutton Email to Database Consultees 
 

 
 
 

……….. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



37 
 

Sutton Webpage (Page 1 of 2) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



38 
 

 
Sutton Webpage 2 of 2 
 



39 
 

 
 



40 
 

Sutton Consultation Portal 
 

 
 



41 
 

 
Sutton Committee Meeting 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



42 
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