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Non Technical Summary

Purpose of this Report
This Non-Technical Summary presents the findings of the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) of the City
of Westminster draft Municipal Waste Management Strategy contained in the accompanying Environmental
Report.  The assessment, Environmental Report and Non-Technical Summary have been completed by AMEC E&I
UK Ltd on behalf of the City of Westminster

The Municipal Waste Management Strategy
Westminster City Council (WCC) is a Unitary Waste Authority responsible for the collection, recycling and
disposal of waste. It intends to prepare a new Municipal Waste Management Strategy (MWMS) to set out the
framework within which the authority will manage their municipal waste. The MWMS will primarily be used to
inform the procurement exercise starting in 2014, as current waste disposal arrangements are due to end in 2017.

The Council currently collects 178,000 tonnes of waste per year. Unlike other local authorities in the UK the
majority of waste collected is from commercial and street cleansing sources. Waste generated by the residents
makes up only 40% of the municipal waste stream.

Currently, a number of waste transfer, treatment and disposals options are utilised for the management of waste
collected in Westminster. The Council uses three Waste Transfer Stations (WTSs) to bulk up waste prior to further
transporting to processing or disposal facilities. Residual waste is currently disposed of via two energy from waste
facilities; the South East London Combined Heat and Power (SELCHP) facility in the London Borough of
Lewisham and the Riverside Resource Recovery facility in the London Borough of Bexley. Waste that is not
accepted at these facilities is landfilled at Wapseys Wood, Gerrards Cross (Buckinghamshire).

The MWMS’s primary purpose will be to provide a framework for sustainable waste management in Westminster.
The Strategy will inform the procurement of new waste disposal arrangements from 2016 and help guide service
decision making up to 2031. The MWMS will cover municipal collection and disposal arrangements for waste
reduction, reuse, recycling, composting, treatment and disposal.

European Directive 2001/42/EC1 (the ‘SEA Directive’) requires SEA to be carried out on all plans and programmes
“which are subject to preparation and/or adoption by an authority at national, regional or local level.”  The aim of
SEA is to identify significant environmental effects created as a result of the implementation of the plan or
programme on issues such as “biodiversity, human health, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic factors, material

assets including architectural and archaeological heritage, landscape and the interrelationship between the above

1 European Directive 2001/42/EC on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the environment, Article 1
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factors” (Annex 1(f)).  Under these regulations2, SEA is a compulsory requirement for certain plans/programmes
which are likely to give rise to significant environmental impacts and which are prepared for waste management
plans (regulation 5(2)). Accordingly SEA is required for the Westminster MWMS under these regulations.

In consequence, WCC has commissioned AMEC to undertake a SEA to assess the likely economic, social and
environmental effects of the draft MWMS and to identify ways in which adverse effects can be avoided, minimised
or mitigated and how any positive effects can be enhanced.  Accordingly, assessments have been made of the
MWMS Strategic Objectives, the MWMS Targets, the Preferred Approach for the Treatment of Residual Waste
and the Reasonable Alternatives for the Treatment of Residual Waste.

Characterisation of the City of Westminster
It is important that any plan, including the draft MWMS, takes into account the environmental, social and economic
circumstances in which it is to be implemented.  This is to ensure that unintended effects are avoided as well as to
identify the potential for contributions towards other complementary public strategic objectives.

Based on an analysis of recent relevant information, the key environmental, social and economic issues
(summarised as sustainability issues) in the City of Westminster have been identified and are summarised in Table
S.1 below.

Table S1 Summary of the Key Sustainability Issues Identified in the Strategic Environmental Assessment

Topic The Key Sustainability Issues arising from the Baseline Assessment

Population  The population of Westminster is expected to grow by 7.8% by 2031. This will place additional
demands on key public services including Waste Management.

 The transient nature of the population in Westminster, coupled with high levels of ethnic and
linguistic diversity pose challenges for Westminster City Council to engage will all residents.

Health and well-being  The Indices of Deprivation contains a measure for the outdoor living environment including air
quality and road traffic accidents. All of Westminster falls within the worst 20% of areas across the
UK for this measure. Waste management activities in Westminster are likely to have noise, traffic
and odour effects, which could further exacerbate the quality of the outdoor environment.

 On-street waste containers may pose security risks in Westminster.

 Average noise levels in Westminster are 62 decibels in the day and 55.7 at night.  Guidance from
the World Health Organisation (WHO) states that noise levels above 55 decibels are a serious
annoyance in the evening and noise levels above 50 are a moderate annoyance in the evening
and daytime. Most noise in Westminster comes from road traffic but it also stem from construction
work, neighbours, commercial premises and air conditioning units.

2 regulation 5 which defines which plans and programmes should be subject to SEA:
a plan or programme which—
(a)is prepared for agriculture, forestry, fisheries, energy, industry, transport, waste management, water management, telecommunications,
tourism, town and country planning or land use; and .
(b)sets the framework for future development consent of projects listed in Annex I or II to Council Directive 85/337/EEC on the assessment of
the effects of certain public and private projects on the environment, as amended by Council Directive 97/11/EC(1). .
(3) The description is a plan or programme which, in view of the likely effect on sites, has been determined to require an assessment pursuant
to Article 6 or 7 of the Habitats Directive
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Table S1 (continued) Summary of the Key Sustainability Issues Identified in the Strategic Environmental
Assessment

Topic The Key Sustainability Issues arising from the Baseline Assessment

Waste and Resource Use  There is a need in Westminster to reduce waste and maximise re-use, recycling and recovery to
minimise refuse in accordance with the waste hierarchy.

 Although the amount of waste sent to landfill has declined significantly in recent years, almost
15,000 tonnes of waste collected in Westminster is sent to landfill every year.

Economy  Westminster’s residential population swells to over one million during the daytime due to an influx
of workers, visitors and tourists. In addition to the pressure this places on transport infrastructure
and the public realm, it also results in additional waste generation in Westminster. The expected
increase in employment in Westminster over the coming years will further increase this daily influx
of people.

 There is a significant presence of hotels, restaurants and general ‘night-time’ business in
Westminster which typically produce high levels of food waste.

Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

 Poor air quality is an acute problem in Westminster. NO2 levels have lowered in recent years but
they still exceed short term and long term objectives. PM10 levels also breach short term
objectives. This pollution is associated primarily with vehicular transport and is compounded by
the lack of dispersal due to high buildings. The collection, transportation and disposal of waste
arising in Westminster will result in emissions that will affect air quality.

 Westminster has the 5th highest GHG emissions of the 406 local authorities in the UK. The
majority (74%) of these emissions are linked to the cumulative impact arising from small
commercial businesses. Achieving a reduction in GHG emissions in Westminster will therefore be
highly dependent on the de-carbonisation of the energy market. While nuclear and both offshore
and onshore wind are likely to play significant roles in the future national energy mix, renewable
energy generated in Westminster will probably be confined to small scale generation (such as
solar and micro-CHP) due to high level of demand for land in Westminster.

 There is a need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions resulting from waste management.

 Waste management options can result in the emission of gasses such as ozone,
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), dioxins and furans.

Climate Change and Flood
Risk

 London is expected to see an increase in the mean summer temperature by 2.7 degrees by 2050
and a 18% reduction in summer rainfall along with a 15% increase in winter rainfall.  Climate
Change is likely to result in increase waste prevention and recycling as raw materials and natural
resources will be more valuable.

 Westminster is at risk of flooding from the Thames and surface water flooding. Flood events have
the potential to disrupt waste management services or inundate waste management assets such
as recycling centres, vehicle depots and street bins.

Biodiversity and Nature
Conservation

 Although Westminster is a highly urban area, it supports several internationally and nationally
protected bird species. Changes to waste management services in Westminster would be unlikely
to be of a scale or nature to affect the feeding habits or nesting of birds. Additional services would
also be unlikely to affect local fauna due to the overall levels of disruptive activities that occur in
Westminster and the intention, if any transfer facilities are required, to site these in existing
underused premises.

 Green spaces, including the 30+ Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation, are limited in
Westminster and new waste management infrastructure in close proximity to these spaces/sites
has the potential to affect their integrity and setting.
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Table S1 (continued) Summary of the Key Sustainability Issues Identified in the Strategic Environmental
Assessment

Topic The Key Sustainability Issues arising from the Baseline Assessment

Land Use, Geology and
Soils

 Westminster is highly developed with very high land values. Development is primarily focused on
the renewal and refurbishment of building stock. There has also been a steady increase in
applications for basement extensions. This type of development is likely to produce higher levels
of C&D waste than greenfield development.

Landscape and Public
Realm

 The protection of landscape character from physical and aesthetic impacts related to waste
management is an important consideration in Westminster due to the number of protected views,
tourist attractions and Royal Parks.

 Westminster’s public realms are important aspects of the City. These areas are often extremely
popular with tourists and people visiting the area for shopping or cultural events and high levels of
waste are generated in these area.

Cultural Heritage  Westminster has a large number of listed street furniture. The setting of these heritage assets may
be affected by waste management services and they may also limit space available for collection
services.

 Over 75% of Westminster is a designated as a Conservation Area and Westminster has more
listed buildings than any other local authority in the country. These heritage assets, in particular
listed buildings pose difficulties for storing waste as they often do not have dedicated indoor or
outdoor storage space.

Transport  Westminster has a comprehensive network of public transport but due to its central location has a
congested road network.

 Over half the population of Westminster do not have access to a car. This reduces the likelihood
of residents travelling to waste management facilities such as recycling centres to dispose of
waste.

Approach to Assessing the Potential Impacts of the MWMS
An assessment framework has been developed to assess the economic, social and environmental effects of the
MWMS.  This framework sets out 14 assessment objectives relating to the key issues identified in Table S.1.  For
each objective, guide questions are provided.  The guide questions focus the assessment on specific aspects of the
objective that reflect issues identified from a review of baseline and contextual information relating to the
Westminster area.

This information and the proposed approach to assessment was presented in a Scoping Report.  This Report was
issued for consultation to the SEA statutory consultees3 for a five week period beginning in July 2013.  Three
responses were received to this consultation. Following receipt of these responses, the approach to assessment was

3 The Environment Agency, English Heritage and Natural England
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not changed, although the wording of the MWMS Targets and Reasonable Alternatives was edited by WCC.   The
14 assessment objectives against which the MWMS has been assessed are shown in Table S.2.

Table S2 Assessment Objectives and Guide Questions

SEA Objective Guide Questions

1. To create cohesive, inclusive and safe
communities, sufficiently engaged to support
reaching waste targets

 Will it encourage community engagement in reaching waste targets?

 Will it support a feeling of safety in the community?

2. To reduce crime and fear of crime  Will it discourage fly-tipping and other waste offences?

 Will it encourage the provision of waste storage space in new built residential
and commercial units?

 Will it encourage changes to existing residential buildings which will ensure
provision of waste storage space?

3. To promote and improve health and well being  Will it minimise nuisance resulting from odour?

 Will it minimise nuisance resulting from noise?

 Will it avoid adverse effects on health and well-being relating to air quality?

4. To reduce greenhouse emissions and support
climate change adaptation

 Will it reduce greenhouse gas emissions and support emission targets?

 Will it promote the use of energy from renewable sources?

 Will it be resilient to climate change and maximise adaption?

 Will it reduce ozone depleting emissions?

5. To reduce use of natural resources e.g. energy  Will it maximise resource effieciency through re-use, recycling or recovery?

 Will it reduce energy consumption?

6. To minimise flood risk,,protect surface and
groundwater quality

 Will it avoid water contamination incidents?

 Will it minimise flood risk from all sources of flooding?

7. To protect, enhance and create environments
that encourage and support biodiversity

 Will it minimise the risk of adverse impacts from hazardous waste and
contamination incidents on the environment? Will it protect, enhance and
increase biodiversity and protect habitats?

8. To improve air qualtiy  Will it minimise emissions of air pollutants arising from the collection, transfer
and treatment of municipal wastes?

 Will it improve air quality?

 Will it reduce emissions of key pollutants?

9. To minimise HGV movements and ensure road
safety

 Will it incorporate the proximity principle and maximise self sufficiency in the
management of waste?

 Will it ensure that road safety is not impaired?

 Will it maximise transport efficiency and minimise the need for transport?
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Table S2 (continued) Assessment Objectives and Guide Questions

SEA Objective Guide Questions

10. To reduce waste production and increase,
recycling and recovery of waste

 Will it support the waste targets?

 Will it encourage responsible disposal of electrical and hazardous waste?

 Will it reduce consumption of material and resources?

 Will it increase re-use, recycling and recovery?

 Will it reduce per capita household waste arisings?

 Will it maximise recycling of commercial waste?

11. To protect and enhance the historic
environment and architectural, archaelogical
and cultural heritage

 Will it protect heritage sites and cultural value?

 Will it protect strategic views?

 Will it protect listed buildings and their settings?

 Will it help preserve, enhance and record archaeological features and their
settings?

12. To enhance public realm and street
improvements

 Will it reduce litter?

 Will it enhance the quality of public realm?

 Will it ensure efficient and quick clean-up of public realm, particularly from night
life and events?

13. To protect, enhance and seek opportunites to
increase open space

 Will it improve open space?

 Will it protect and improve landscape character?

 Will it minimise development on greenfield sites?

14. To maintain economic diversity, increase local
opportunity and support sustainable economic
growth

 Will it promote investment?

 Will it mitigate raising residual waste disposal costs?

 Will it increase market shares in the commercial waste sector?

 Will it improve business development and environment?

 Will it encourage new buisness start ups, small businesses and opportunites for
local people?

 Will it promote buisness in key sectors?

The Potential Impacts of the Strategic Objectives

The Strategic Objectives of the MWMS were assessed for their compatibility with the SEA Objectives. Each
objective and target has been assessed against the 14 SEA Objectives (presented in Table S2) and the following
system has been used to score the compatibility of the objectives and targets.
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+ Compatible ? Uncertain

0 Neutral - Incompatible

A table summarising the assessments of the 16 Strategic Objectives is presented in Table S3.
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Table S3 Summary of the Compatibility Matrix
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1. To create cohesive, inclusive and
safe communities, sufficiently
engaged to support reaching waste
targets

+ + + + + + 0 + + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2. To reduce crime and fear of crime 0 + + + + 0 0 + + 0 + 0 0 0 0 +

3. To promote and improve health and
well being + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + ? 0 0 0

4. To reduce greenhouse emission
and support climate change adaption + + + + + + + + + + 0 + + + + 0

5. To reduce use of natural resource
e.g. energy + + + + + + + + + + 0 + + + + 0

6. To minimise flood risk, protect
surface and groundwater quality 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +

7. To protect, enhance and create
environments that encourage and
support biodiversity

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +
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SEA Objective

Strategic Objective
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8. To improve air quality 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + ? 0 0 0

9. To minimise HGV movements and
ensure road safety 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + + 0 0 0

10. To reduce waste production and
increase reuse, recycling and
recovery of waste

+ + + + + + + + + + 0 + 0 0 + 0

11. To protect and enhance the
historic environment and architectural 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12. To enhance public realm and
street improvements 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

13. To protect, enhance and seek
opportunities to increase open space 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

14. To maintain economic diversity,
increase local opportunity and support
sustainable economic growth

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
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The results of this assessment indicated that the vast majority of objectives were either compatible with the SEA
objectives or there was no direct relationship with the SEA objective and the MWMS objective.  The SEA
objectives that were compatible with most of the MWMS objectives include the GHG emissions objective, the use
of natural resources and energy objective, the waste objective and the economy objective. All of the MWMS
objectives had no direct relationship with a number of the SEA objectives, including the historic environment
objective, the public realm objective and the open space objective.

Objective 13 (to treat as much waste as possible within Greater London) was assessed as having an uncertain effect
on two of the SEA objectives, the health and well being objective and the air quality objective. This is as a result of
the additional HGV movements may occur in London and the potential emissions that may arise from waste
management facilities that are accepting or treating waste collected in Westminster.

The Potential Impacts of the MWMS Targets, Preferred Approach
and Reasonable Alternatives

Each of the MWMS Targets and the Preferred Approach for the treatment of residual waste along with the
reasonable alternatives to the Preferred Approach were assessed against the sustainability objectives in Table S2.
The results of the assessment of the targets of the MWMS are presented below in Table S4.

Table S4 Summary of the assessment of the targets of the MWMS

Target

SEA Objective
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1. To achieve zero growth in the amount
of waste produced by each household
per year by 2020

++ 0 ? ? + 0 0 ? ? + 0 0 0 0

2. To reduce the amount of household
waste not re-used, recycled or
composted by the residents of
Westminster to 225kg per capita by
2020.

++ 0 ? + ++ 0 0 ? ? ++ 0 0 0 +

3. To maximise the re-use of municipal
waste. ++ + ? + + 0 0 + ? ++ 0 0 0 +
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Table S4 (continued) Summary of the assessment of the targets of the MWMS

Target

SEA Objective
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4. To achieve a municipal recycling rate
of 30% by 2020, 35% by 2025 and 40%
by 2031.

++ 0 ? + + 0 0 ? ? + 0 0 0 +

5. To encourage all commercial
organisations in Westminster to recycle. 0 0 ? + + 0 0 ? ? ++ 0 0 0 ?

6. To maximise diversion of
biodegradable municipal waste from
landfill to meet national and regional
targets.

++ 0 ? ++ ++ 0 0 ? ? ++ 0 0 0 ++

7. To minimise the environmental
impact of managing Westminster’s
municipal waste.

+ 0 + ++ + 0 0 ? ? + 0 0 0 +

8. To meet the national recovery target
of 67% by 2015 and 75% by 2020. + 0 0 ++ + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +

9. To maximise the treatment of waste
within Greater London where practical
to do so.

0 0 ? + + 0 0 ? + 0 0 0 0 0

The results of the assessment indicate that the MWMS targets would have a mix of positive (both significant and
minor), neutral and uncertain effects on the SEA objectives. No negative effects were identified at this stage.
Similar to the assessment of the MWMS objectives, the majority of MWMS targets were assessed as having an
uncertain effect on the health and well being, air quality, and HGV movements objectives.

Several targets were assessed as having a neutral effect on a number of SEA objectives, including the crime
objective, the flood risk objective, the biodiversity objective, the historic environment objective, the public realm
objective and the open space objective.  The MWMS targets would have positive effects, including significantly
positive on several of the SEA objectives including the community engagement objective, the GHG emissions
objective, the use of natural resources objective, the waste objective and the economy objective.
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The results of the assessment of the preferred approach for the treatment of residual waste and reasonable
alternatives are presented below in Table S6.
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Table S6 Summary of the assessment of Preferred Approach and the Reasonable Alternatives for the treatment of residual waste

Reasonable Alternative

SEA Objective
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Option 1: Energy from Waste (EfW) 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 -/+ + 0 0 0 +

Option 2: Anaerobic Digestion (AD), Mechanical Biological Treatment
(MBT)/Refuse-Derived Fuel (RDF) (United Kingdom) + 0 0 + + 0 0 0 -/+ + 0 0 0 +

Option 3: AD, RDF/Solid Recoverable Fuel (SRF), EfW (Europe)
+ 0 0 + +/- 0 0 0 -/+ + 0 0 0 +

Option 4: AD and EfW (no Combined Heat and Power (CHP)) + 0 0 + + 0 0 0 - + 0 0 0 +

Option 5: AD and EfW (with CHP)* + 0 0 + + 0 0 0 -/? + 0 0 0 +

Option 6: In-Vessel Composting (IVC) and EfW + 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 - + 0 0 0 +

*Preferred Approach
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The preferred option in the draft MWMS for the treatment of residual waste has been assessed as having a mix of
minor positive or neutral effects on the SEA objectives. No significant effects, either positive or negative have been
identified. Positive effects would be likely on the community engagement, GHG emissions, use of natural
resources, waste and economy objectives. A mixed effect of uncertain/minor negative has been predicted for the
HGV movements objective as option may result in additional vehicle movements and would involve treating waste
as locations which are further from Westminster than under current operations.

The assessment for the reasonable alternatives to the preferred option has indicated that for most options, the
effects on the SEA objectives would not be dissimilar to the effects predicted for the preferred treatment option.
Accordingly, no significant effects (positive or negative) have been identified. Minor positive effects would
generally be expected on the community engagement, GHG emissions, use of natural resources, waste and
economy objective. A wide range of neutral effects have been expected across several of the SEA objectives.
Adverse effects have been limited to the HGV movements objective. This would be likely to occur for options
which involve the transportation of waste outside of London, or over long distances (such as for example, Kent). In
addition, the introduction of kitchen waste collection services may alter the amount of HGV movements, although
this cannot be predicted at this stage.

Using the findings of the assessment

The assessments have helped to highlight the range of potential environmental and social effects associated with
the implementation of the MWMS. The assessments outlined in this report highlighted where there are the
potential negative and positive effects and how some of the potential negative impacts can be mitigated and
positive effects enhanced.

Consultation

This Environmental Report is being issued as part of the consultation for the draft MWMS and we are keen to hear
your thoughts.  The consultation on the Environmental Report seeks your feedback on the way in which we have
considered the potential environmental and social impacts of the options in the MWMS.  While we are keen to hear
any comments you might have relating to the SEA of the MWMS, we are particularly interested in your responses
to the questions in the box below.

Q1. Does the assessment set out in this SEA Environmental Report describe the most relevant potential
effects of the reasonable alternatives?

Q2. Do you think that there are other potential effects that should have been identified that would affect the
choice of the preferred option?
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The consultation period for the SEA Environmental Report will run for XX weeks from XX to XX 2013.  Please
provide comments on the SEA consultation by post or email to:

Phil Robson,
Waste and Recycling Manager
Westminster City Council
64 Victoria Street
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1. Introduction

1.1 Purpose of this Report
This Environmental Report has been produced as part of the process of developing Westminster City Council’s
Municipal Waste Management Strategy. It complies with the requirements of the Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA) Directive4 as enacted in the UK by The Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes

Regulations 2004 (SI2004/1633). SEA is a process used to identify where a qualifying plan or programme could
have likely significant effects on the environment and, where these effects are identified, how any negative effects
might be mitigated.  The assessment has been used to inform the choice of options available to Westminster City
Council to collect, recycle and dispose of waste over the 10 year planning period (2016 – 2026).

The Environmental Report will:

 Present relevant environmental baseline information, including a review of plans and programmes;

 Identify, describe and assess the likely significant environmental effects associated with the Municipal
Waste Management Strategy and any reasonable alternatives;

 Propose measures to avoid, reduce and/or offset any potentially significant adverse effects and, where
appropriate, to enhance any potential positive effects from the strategy;

 Outline and describe the measures envisaged for monitoring any significant effects identified by the
Environmental Report; and

 Demonstrate that the Municipal Waste Management Strategy has been developed in a manner
consistent with the requirements of the SEA Regulations.

The assessment and Environmental Report have been completed by AMEC E&I UK Ltd (AMEC) on behalf of
Westminster City Council.

1.2 Background to the Municipal Waste Management Strategy
Westminster City Council (WCC) is a Unitary Waste Authority responsible for the collection, recycling and
disposal of waste. It intends to prepare a new Municipal Waste Management Strategy (MWMS) to set out the
framework within which the authority will manage their municipal waste. The MWMS will primarily be used to
inform the procurement exercise starting in 2014, as current waste disposal arrangements are due to end in 2017.

The statutory requirement to have in place a MWMS is set out in s32 of the Waste and Emissions Trading Act
2003. However the legislation only requires local authorities in ‘two-tier’ areas to publish a joint strategy for their
municipal waste. Since the City of Westminster is a ‘single-tier’ authority, there is therefore no legislative

4 European Union Directive 2001/42/EC on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the environment



Draft - See Disclaimer
2

© AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited
September 2013

requirement to adopt a MWMS. Notwithstanding this, Westminster City Council is committed to preparing a
MWMS as it provides the framework to meet legislative waste management targets, will guide the authority and
wider community’s waste management actions and will inform the next procurement process for waste disposal
options.

More information on the MWMS is provided in chapter 2 of this Environmental Report.

1.3 Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)

1.3.1 Overview

European Directive 2001/42/EC5 (the ‘SEA Directive’) requires SEA to be carried out on all plans and programmes
“which are subject to preparation and/or adoption by an authority at national, regional or local level.”  The aim of
SEA is to identify significant environmental effects created as a result of the implementation of the plan or
programme on issues such as “biodiversity, human health, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic factors, material

assets including architectural and archaeological heritage, landscape and the interrelationship between the above
factors” (Annex 1(f)).  The Directive was transposed into English legislation by the Environmental Assessment of
Plans and Programmes Regulations 20046 (the ‘SEA Regulations’).  Under these regulations7, SEA is a compulsory
requirement for certain plans/programmes which are likely to give rise to significant environmental impacts and
which are prepared for waste management plans (regulation 5(2)). Accordingly SEA is required for the
Westminster MWMS under these regulations.

SEA is a methodical process for assessing the environmental impacts of plans and strategies to ensure that
environmental issues are integrated and considered at the earliest possible opportunity of the decision making
process whilst also ensuring that sustainable development is central to the plan making process.

Throughout the course of the development of a plan or programme, the SEA should seek to identify, describe and
evaluate the likely significant effects on the environment of implementing the plan or programme and to propose
measures to avoid, manage or mitigate any significant adverse effects and to enhance any beneficial effects.

The SEA is therefore a fundamental component of the MWMS to ensure that the Council’s environmental
obligations are adequately addressed throughout the strategy development and implementation process.

5 European Directive 2001/42/EC on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the environment, Article 1

6 The Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations, 2004, S.I. No.1633, Parts 3 and 4

7 regulation 5 which defines which plans and programmes should be subject to SEA:
a plan or programme which—
(a)is prepared for agriculture, forestry, fisheries, energy, industry, transport, waste management, water management, telecommunications,
tourism, town and country planning or land use; and .
(b)sets the framework for future development consent of projects listed in Annex I or II to Council Directive 85/337/EEC on the assessment
of the effects of certain public and private projects on the environment, as amended by Council Directive 97/11/EC(1). .
(3) The description is a plan or programme which, in view of the likely effect on sites, has been determined to require an assessment pursuant
to Article 6 or 7 of the Habitats Directive
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1.3.2 Applying SEA to Municipal Waste Management Strategy

Under the SEA regulations8, SEA is a compulsory requirement for certain plans/programmes which are likely to
give rise to significant environmental impacts and which are prepared for a range of areas (including waste
management). Accordingly SEA is required for the Westminster MWMS under these regulations. In carrying out
the SEA, the Council has followed Government guidance.9

Stages of Strategic Environmental Assessment

There are a number of stages to SEA. The processes and interrelationships between SEA and WRMPs are shown in
Figure 1.1.

The first stage of SEA (Stage A) has lead to the production of the Scoping Report. This reviewed plans and
programmes that could affect the MWMS or be affected by it, outlined baseline information for the plan area and
set out the proposed framework for assessing potential environmental effects. The SEA Scoping Report for
Westminster City Council’s MWMS was published in July 2013 and was issued for consultation to statutory
consultees.  Responses to the SEA Scoping Report resulted in amendments to the baseline information and
assessment framework that was used to assess the options (see Appendix B) and are summarised in the following
bullet points:

 Natural England declined to make any substantive comments;

 English Heritage declined to make any substantive comments; and

 The Environment Agency made several comments regarding the plans and programmes reviewed, the
wording of the reasonable alternatives and the draft MWMS targets.

In light of the scoping consultation responses, the plans and programmes section was amended to include the
Industrial Emissions Directive. No other changes to the SEA Methodology were made but some minor changes to
the wording of the MWMS Targets and reasonable alternatives for the disposal of residual waste were made by the
Council.

The MWMS has been subject to assessment using the amended assessment framework (Stage B) and the findings
of the assessment are presented in this SEA Environmental Report (Stage C).

The MWMS is being consulted on alongside the SEA Environmental Report (Stage D).

Following consultation on the Environmental Report, the Council will review responses and determine whether
there are any further amendments to the strategy needed.  The final version of the MWMS will then be adopted.

8
The Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004, SI1633

9
ODPM (2005) A Practical Guide to the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive and Defra (2005) Guidance on Municipal Waste

Management Strategies
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The Council will prepare a Post Adoption Statement that sets out the results of the consultation and SEA processes
and the extent to which the findings of the SEA have been accommodated in the final MWMS.

The SEA requires any resultant environmental effects of the MWMS are to be monitored (Stage E).

Figure 1.1 Relationship Between the SEA and the Production of the MWMS

SEA Stages

Stage A: Scoping
Set the context, establish baseline
conditions and set the scope of the
assessment.  Publish Scoping Report.

Stage B: Assessment
Develop and refine options and assess the
potentially significant effects of those options.

Stage C: Reporting
Prepare the Environmental Report to show
the results of the Stage B assessments and
suggest mitigation measures.

Stage D: Public Consultation
Consult on the Environmental Report.
Review consultation responses.

Stage E: Monitoring
Monitor and report on the environmental
effects of the MWMS as it is implemented.

Preparation of Draft MWMS

Preparation of the Draft MWMS
Revision and refinement of MWMS objectives
and targets and preparation of the draft MWMS.

Adopt the MWMS
Amend as appropriate MWMS following
consultation and finalise. Adopt MWMS by
Council resolution and implement.

Early Consultation and Gathering
Evidence
Develop the evidence base for the MWMS
objectives, targets and measures.

Finalise the Draft MWMS
Completion of the draft MWMS.  Council
resolution to undertake consultation on the draft
document.

Consultation on the Draft MWMS
Consult on the draft MWMS alongside
Environmental Report and any other
assessments as appropriate.

Implementation

Stage D: Public Consultation
Issue Post Adoption Statement.
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1.3.3 Compliance with the SEA Regulations

This Environmental Report has been prepared in accordance The Environmental Assessment of Plans and
Programmes Regulations 2004. Table 1.1 indicates the location in this report of the relevant information required
under these regulations.

Table 1.1 Information Provided in this Report to Meet the Requirements of the SEA Regulations

SEA Requirement Section of this Report where Relevant Information is
Presented

An outline of the contents and main objectives of the plan or
programme, and of its relationship with other relevant plans and
programmes.

2.4, 3.1

The relevant aspects of the current state of the environment and how it
will change without implementation of the plan or programme.

3.2

The environmental characteristics of areas likely to be significantly
affected.

3.2

Any existing environmental problems which are relevant to the plan or
programme including, in particular, those relating to any areas of a
particular environmental importance, such as areas designated
pursuant to Council Directive 79/409/EEC on the conservation of wild
birds and the Habitats Directive.

3.2

The environmental protection objectives, established at International,
Community or Member State level, which are relevant to the plan or
programme and the way those objectives and any environmental
considerations have been taken into account during its preparation.

3.1

The likely significant effects on the environment, including short,
medium and long-term effects, permanent and temporary effects,
positive and negative effects, and secondary, cumulative and
synergistic effects, on issues such as biodiversity, population, human
health, flora, soil, water, air, climatic factors, material assts, cultural
heritage including architectural and archaeological heritage, landscape
and the inter-relationship between these issues.

6

Appendix D (targets), Appendix E (Reasonable alternatives)

The measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and as fully as possible
offset any significant adverse effects on the environment of
implementing the plan or programme.

6

Appendix D (targets), Appendix E (Reasonable alternatives)

An outline of the reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with, and
a description of how the assessment was undertaken including any
difficulties (such as technical deficiencies or lack of know-how)
encountered in compiling the required information.

2.1, 2.2, 4.2-4.6

A description of the measures envisaged concerning monitoring. 7.3

Appendix C

A non-technical summary of the information provided. Non-technical summary

1.4 Report Structure
The remainder of this SEA Environmental Report of the MWMS presents:
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 An overview of waste management in Westminster, the key drivers of change and the draft MWMS
(Section 2);

 The baseline information that sets the context for the assessment (Section 3);

 Details of the methods employed in undertaking the assessment (Section 4);

 The potential effects of the strategic objectives of the MWMS (Section 5);

 The potential effects of the targets of the MWMS along with the preferred approach and the
reasonable alternatives for the treatment of residual waste for which Westminster City Council is
responsible for (Section 6);

 Information about the MWMS process going forward, including proposed monitoring measures and
how to comment on this report (Section 7).
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2. The Municipal Waste Management Strategy

This chapter provides an overview of waste management in Westminster, the drivers of change to current waste
management and an outline of the draft MWMS and how it will respond to these changes.

2.1 Waste Management in Westminster
As a Unitary Authority, Westminster City Council is responsible for the collection, recycling and disposal of
municipal waste. The following sections provide information on current waste management services undertaken by
Westminster City Council.

2.1.1 Waste Collection

The Council currently collects 178,000 tonnes of waste per year. Unlike other local authorities in the UK the
majority of waste collected is from commercial and street cleansing sources. Waste generated by the residents
makes up only 40% of the municipal waste stream.

Household Waste Collection Services

Household waste collection services in Westminster vary according to the location of the property, the storage
space available and the amount of waste generated. Many streets in the West End area of Westminster benefit from
three collections per day, seven days a week. Table 2.1 sets out the various methods by which household waste is
collected in Westminster.

Table 2.1 Methods of Collection for Household Waste Collection Services in Westminster

Method of Collection Description

Kerbside Collection Residual waste collections in bags are a minimum of twice weekly with some mixed
residential/commercial streets having three waste collections a day 7 days a week as
commercial demand necessitates.
Kerbside recycling collection services in bags and boxes of mixed recyclables paper,
cardboard, cartons, glass bottles and jars, tins, cans, plastic bottles, pots, tubs and trays

Container collections Residual waste and recycling container collections are twice a week minimum with
some properties having container collections daily.

Bring Banks On-street residual waste bins (large black bins) are provided at 150 locations primarily
in areas with large numbers of flats and high population turnover e.g. Pimlico,
Bayswater. These facilities are emptied three times a day 7 days a week.
Recycling bring banks (Micro Recycling Centres) are provided at 160 locations across
the city for a range of materials dependent upon the available space. Materials collected
include paper, cardboard, glass bottles and jars, tins, cans, plastic bottles, pots, tubs
and trays, textiles, books, and small WEEE. The bins are emptied as demand
necessitates ranging from weekly to daily. All bins are emptied by Veolia with the
exception of the textiles which is emptied by the charity SCOPE.
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Table 2.1 (continued) Methods of Collection for Household Waste Collection Services in Westminster

Method of Collection Description

Bulky Waste Collection Service As only 37per cent of households have access to a car or van the Bulky Waste
Collection Service plays a vital role in the disposal of bulky waste. It also helps maintain
clean streets. Residents are charged £20 for up to 10 items. Concession customers get
free collections. The service also provides estate based bulk store collections.

Reuse and Recycling Centre (RRC) As a Waste Disposal Authority, the City Council is required to provide places where
waste can be deposited at all reasonable times and free-of-charge by local residents
(Environmental Protection Act 1990 s.51).  These “reuse and recycling centre” sites can
either be located within Westminster or so as to be reasonably accessible to local
residents.  The Council fulfils its obligations by providing access to the Western
Riverside Waste Authority site at Smugglers Way in Wandsworth. Western Riverside
report 1000 tonnes of waste per annum are typically deposited by Westminster
residents.

Mobile Recycling Centre Given the low level of car ownership in Westminster, providing recycling facilities within
walking distance of households is welcomed by residents. Since September 2010, in
addition to the MRCs, the Council has operated a mobile recycling centre each Sunday
at a car boot sale in Pimlico for the drop off of materials not collected at the doorstep.
Materials collected include textiles, small electrical/electronic equipment, books, discs,
tapes, low energy light bulbs, mobile phones and printer cartridges. The centre also
serves as a resident engagement point and a pick up point for recycling bags.

Third Party Reuse Services The cerebral palsy charity SCOPE, collect textiles from 25 banks across the city for
reuse in their shops across London.

Hazardous Household Waste Collections The City of London operates a Household Hazardous Waste Collection and Disposal
Service (HWCDS) on behalf of 31 of the 32 London Boroughs including Westminster.
The service can remove asbestos and chemicals from households. The five year
contract ceases on 1st October 2015. Ninety collections per annum from Westminster
residents a year is typical.

Street Cleaning and Litter Bin Collections

The Council swept 444,000km of streets in 2012/13. In general, streets are swept on a continuous 24 hour basis,
seven days a week. During the daytime (6am to 2pm) Monday to Friday there are 166 sweepers in operation. This
figure falls to 55 during the evening shift (2pm to 10pm) and 24 during the night shift (10pm to 6am). On weekends
and bank holidays 105, 55 and 24 sweepers are required during the day, evening and night shift, respectively.

Residential streets are generally swept at least three times a week whilst busy commercial streets such as Oxford
Street are cleaned continuously.

There are1500 litter bins provided by the Council which are emptied between 2 and 25 times a day. 800 of these
bins are combined litter, dry recyclable and cigarette bins.

Commercial Waste Collections

The Council offers a range of waste collection services including prepaid bag collections (residual and dry
recyclable waste), container collections (residual, dry recyclable waste and food waste collections), bulky waste
collections and compactor/baler collections and baler servicing.
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2.1.2 Waste Transfer, Treatment and Disposal

Currently, a number of waste transfer, treatment and disposals options are utilised for the management of waste
collected in Westminster. The Council uses three Waste Transfer Stations (WTSs) to bulk up waste prior to further
transporting to processing or disposal facilities. The WTSs that the council use are located at Smugglers Way
(Wandsworth), Cringle Dock (Battersea) and Marsh Road (Wembley).

Mixed dry recyclables are sorted and graded at three Materials Recycling Facilities (MRFs). These are at
Smugglers Way, Old Kent Road (Southwark) and Twelvetrees Crescent (Tower Hamlets). Once the materials are
sorted and grade, they are sent to reprocessors. Paper and cardboard that is collected from bring sites, schools,
offices and other commercial customers is bulked up at the Marsh Road WTS. Glass collected from bring sites,
hotels, bars and restaurants is also bulked up at the Marsh Road WTS.

Residual waste is currently disposed of via two energy from waste facilities; the South East London Combined
Heat and Power (SELCHP) facility in the London Borough of Lewisham and the Riverside Resource Recovery
facility in the London Borough of Bexley. Waste that is not accepted at these facilities is landfilled at Wapseys
Wood, Gerrards Cross (Buckinghamshire).

The Council also has a number of other low value or nil value contracts for the collection and disposal of
Hazardous Waste, WEEE, Mixed Glass and Batteries.

2.2 Drivers of Change
There are a number of key drivers of change which the Council have had regard to in designed the MWMS. An
overview of these drivers is outlined below:

Efficient use of limited public funds: The announcement of the Government’s Comprehensive Spending Review
heralded a major shift in the funding regime for local government. Over the years 2011 to 2013, the Council
delivered £84m of savings initiatives and it is likely that funding challenges will continue throughout the lifetime of
the MWMS.A primary driver for waste services to be procured will therefore be to achieve the optimum utilisation
of scarce budgetary resources.

Sustainable Development: The management of waste is a very visible contributor towards climate change and
through the various stages of its production, transport, handing, treatment and disposal, releases carbon in the form
of carbon dioxide (CO2) and methane (CH4). Methane is twenty-three times more potent than carbon dioxide as a
greenhouse gas and is releases as waste decomposes in landfill without the presence of oxygen. The Climate
Change Act 2009 sets out legally binding targets for the reduction of greenhouse gases and encompasses a carbon
budgeting system in a bid to develop a ‘low carbon economy’.

European and National Regulation and Policy: The MWMS will need to address a number of key national and
European policies and legislation. Key legislative drivers include the Waste Framework Directive 2008 and the
Landfill Directive 1999 while national policy should as the Waste Strategy for England and the Landfill tax.
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Regional Drivers: The Mayor of London has published the London Municipal Waste Management Strategy which
sets out key targets for the management of London’s municipal waste. As the Mayor has the power of direction
over Westminster’s MWMS, the MWMS will need to be in general conformity with the Mayor’s Strategy.

Local Demographics: Westminster has a complex set out operational constraints which affect the delivery of
sustainable waste management services. These constrains include:

 87% of households are flats which typically have limited storage space

 Waste is often managed by porters, cleaners and housing management teams

 Resident turnover is as high as 30%

 Significant language and cultural diversity

 Car ownership is low; only 37% of households have access to a car

 Over 1 million people visit or commute into Westminster every week day

 There are over 48,000 businesses in Westminster and 121,000 households in 6 square miles

 There are a large number of special events held in Westminster including Royal Events, the London
Marathon, New Years Eve and Notting Hill Carnival.

2.3 Municipal Waste Management Strategy

2.3.1 Overview

The MWMS’s primary purpose will be to provide a framework for sustainable waste management in Westminster.
The Strategy will inform the procurement of new waste disposal arrangements from 2016 and help guide service
decision making up to 2031. The MWMS will cover municipal collection and disposal arrangements for waste
reduction, reuse, recycling, composting, treatment and disposal. The MWMS will not however cover street
cleansing arrangements nor the operational detail concerning waste collection services. In addition, it is important
to draw a distinction between the MSMW and Westminster’s Local Waste Plan, only the latter will be used to
inform land use decision making for waste facilities.

Government guidance10 notes that the development of a MWMS should be a dynamic process and should result in a
clear framework for the management of municipal waste. The strategy should set out how the Council intends to
optimise current service provision as well as providing a basis for any new systems or infrastructure that may be
needed.

The guidance sets out clear requirements for strategies, including:

10
DEFRA (2005) Guidance on Municipal Waste Management Strategies
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 Action and Delivery: the strategy should clearly set out agreed objectives and provide a route-map of
how these will be achieved;

 Data Collection and Analysis: the strategy process should be based on sound analysis of the most
reliable sources of data available;

 Evaluation of Options: the strategy should provide a critical evaluation of options for service
development that seeks to drive waste management up the waste hierarchy;

 Timescales: the strategy must set out a long term strategic vision in line with local, regional and
national expectations;

 Integration with Other Plans: the strategy must align with existing national, regional and local waste
management frameworks;

 Strategy Scope: in the context of Best Value authorities should consider the benefits of aligning
municipal waste and resource management services with the management of waste from other sectors;

 Partnership working: authorities should identify where opportunities exist to work in constructive
partnership with other local authorities, public sector bodies and the private and community sectors to
help deliver common goals;

 Communication and Consultation: to ensure successful implementation of the Strategy, it is
essential  that key internal stakeholders, local communities and other external partners are engaged at
an early stage;

 Risk Management: authorities should seek to identify and minimise key risks to the delivery of the
Strategy aims; and Monitoring and Evaluation: the strategy should set clear indicators and targets
against which to measure progress and should identify the triggers for a fundamental review.

2.4 Westminster City Council’s MWMS
WCC have had regard to the guidance set out in section 2.3.1 and have set out the following structure for the
MWMS:
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The MWMS has established the following overarching goal and aims:

Overarching Goal

1. To minimise the burden on the public purse through the effective and efficient management of
municipal waste.

Aims

1. To have zero waste to landfill.

2. To maximise the management of waste in the top three sections of the waste hierarchy (reduction,
reuse and recycling).

3. To achieve conformity with the Waste Strategy for England 2007 and the London Municipal Waste
Management Strategy (2011) where practicable and cost effective to do so.

1. Purpose of Strategy

2. Drivers of Change
2.1 Efficient use of public funds
2.2 Sustainable Development – Carbon/Climate Change
2.3 Waste Hierarchy
2.4 Local Drivers/Demographics
2.5 Regional Drivers
2.6 European and National Legislative Drivers

3. Setting the Scene (Current services and infrastructure)
3.1 Treatment, Transfer and Disposal
3.2 Current Waste Contract Arrangements
3.3 Waste Arisings Data
3.4 Waste Composition and Capture Analysis
3.5 Waste Awareness
3.6 Comparison with similar authorities

4. Managing Westminster’s Waste (overview of options considered, objectives and targets)
4.1 Waste Projection
4.2 Waste Treatment Options Overview
4.3 Reduction, Reuse and Education/Engagement
4.4 Recycling
4.5 Composting
4.6 Treatment/Disposal

5. Performance Monitoring, Reviews and Risk Management

Appendixes
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This is underpinned by 16 objectives and 9 targets. These objectives, along with targets that will seek to ensure
they are met, are presented below:

2.4.1 Reasonable Alternatives to the MWMS

In order to meet the requirements of the SEA Directive and the relevant UK transposing regulations, WCC is
required to present specific information concerning reasonable alternatives. Regulation 12 (2) of the SEA
regulations requires that “an [environmental] report shall identify, describe and evaluate the likely significant
effects on the environment of implementing the plan or programme, and reasonable alternatives taking into

Draft Municipal Waste Strategy Targets

1. To achieve zero growth in the amount of waste produced by each household per year by 2020.
2. To reduce the amount of household waste not re-used, recycled or composted by the residents of Westminster to 225 kg per

capita by 2020.
3. To maximize the reuse of municipal waste.
4. To achieve a municipal waste recycling rate of 30% by 2020, 35% by 2025 and 40% by 2031.
5. To encourage all commercial organizations in Westminster to recycle their waste.
6. To maximize diversion of biodegradable municipal waste from landfill to meet national and regional targets.
7. To minimize the environmental impact of managing Westminster’s municipal waste.
8. To meet the national recovery targets of 67% by 2015 and 75% by 2020.
9. To maximize the treatment of waste within Greater London where practical to do so.

Draft Municipal Waste Strategy Objectives

1. The Council will continue to promote waste reduction initiatives particularly those relating to food waste.
2. The Council will promote and facilitate initiatives that maximise the reuse of goods and materials before they enter

the waste stream.
3. The Council will continue to develop partnerships with organisations (particularly local community groups and others

in the third sector) to stimulate higher reduction, reuse and recycling rates.
4. The Council will continue to implement best practice in waste awareness and education
5. The Council will, in conjunction with their collection and processing contractors, continuously and pro-actively review

the range of materials, collected for recycling and introduce additional materials where possible.
6. The Council will develop recycling services that encourage high participation.
7. The Council will seek to maximise the quality of the recyclable material collected.
8. The Council will expand ‘on the go’ recycling services for street litter.
9. The Council will continue to investigate opportunities to open a Reuse and Recycling Centre.
10. The Council will expand commercial waste recycling services.
11. The Council will continue take appropriate enforcement action against those businesses, visitors and residents who

seek to dispose of their wastes irresponsibly.
12. The Council will develop partnerships with neighbouring boroughs to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of

services.
13. The Council will seek to treat as much waste within Greater London as possible, where cost effective to do so.
14. The Council will seek to prioritise high performing, low emission, modern, sustainable technologies and operations

that achieve value for money.
15. The Council will seek to send no residual waste to landfill.
16. The Council will develop plans for the responsible management of specialist waste streams.
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account the objectives and the geographical scope of the plan or programme, are identified, described and

evaluated”.  Information to be provided includes “an outline of the reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with”
(Schedule 2 (8) of the SEA regulations).

The European Commission guidance on the SEA Directive discusses possible interpretations of handling
‘reasonable alternatives’ as required by Article 5(1).  It states that “The alternatives chosen should be realistic.

Part of the reason for studying alternatives is to find ways of reducing or avoiding the significant adverse effects of
the proposed plan or programme”.

The reasonable alternatives considered for the Strategy have focused on the different technical solutions available
to the management of residual waste.  These are listed below in Table 2.2. The main strategy driver in the
formulation of reasonable alternatives has been to maximise diversion from landfill and minimise environmental
impact.

Table 2.2 Reasonable Alternatives to the treatment of residual waste in Westminster

Option Description

Option 1
ASIS (EfW and Landfill)

Under this residual waste treatment option the majority of residual waste will be
delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham Waste will be
transported to the SELCHP facility direct between 0700-2000h and from the Brent
Waste Transfer Station for waste delivered between 2000h-0700h
Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction
applications
A small proportion of residual waste (approximately 7%) will go to landfill at Wapseys
Wood in Buckinghamshire. This will be transported via road from the Brent Waste
Transfer Station.
In addition, approximately 6,000 tonnes per annum of street cleaning waste will be
delivered to the Riverside Resource Recovery facility at Belvedere in the London
Borough of Bexley. This waste will be transported to Belvedere using a river barge via
Cringe Dock WTS.

Option 2
AD, MBT/RDF (UK) and Landfill

Under this option, kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion
Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the
London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste will be transported by road via the
Old Kent Road Waste Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility in the London Borough
of Southwark.
Residual waste will be treated at the Old Kent Road Mechanical Biological Treatment
Facility.
Waste which cannot be treated at the Old Kent Road facility will go to landfill Wapseys
Wood in Buckinghamshire via the Brent Waste Transfer Station.
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Table 2.2 (continued) Reasonable Alternatives to the treatment of residual waste in Westminster

Option Description

Option 3
AD, SRF, EfW (Europe)

Under this option, kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion
Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the
London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste will be transported by road via the
Old Kent Road Waste Transfer Station in the London Borough of Southwark.
Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Seneca Facility in Wembley . Once there,
it will converted into Refused-Derived Fuel or Solid Recovered Fuel at the. The
RDF/SRF is compacted into 1-1.5 tonne square bales and transported on otherwise
empty articulated lorries to Felixstowe where it continues on a ferry to Vlaardingen in the
Netherlands.  From Vlaardingen, it is transported in the same truck via road to the
Moerdijk Energy from Waste facility.
Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction
applications.

Option 4
AD and EfW (no CHP)

Under this option, kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion
Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the
London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste will be transported by road via the
Old Kent Road Waste Transfer Station in the London Borough of Southwark.
Residual waste would be transported directly to the Edmonton Energy from Waste
Facility.

Option 5
AD and EfW (with CHP)

Under this option, kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion
Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the
London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste will be transported by road via the
Old Kent Road Waste Transfer Station in the London Borough of Southwark.
The majority of residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London
Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via
from the Brent Waste Transfer Station.
Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction
applications.

Option 6
IVC and EfW

Under this option, kitchen waste will be treated at the Ridham Dock Road In-Vessel
Composting (IVC) facility in Sittingbourne, Kent. Waste will be transported by road via
the Old Kent Road Waste Transfer Station in the London Borough of Southwark.
The majority of residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London
Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or from
the Brent Waste Transfer Station.
Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction
applications.

The SEA processes assesses the aforementioned options against environmental, economic and social sustainability
objectives to inform and guide the decision maker to identify the most appropriate alternative that may be brought
forward for the management of waste between 2016 and 2031.  In addition, greenhouse gas emissions associated
with the preferred option (Option 5) are modelled to ascertain whether the Emissions Performance Standard/Carbon
Intensity Floor targets are met.

The final option will be chosen by the Council in the light of the SEA Environmental Report and subsequent
consultation responses.
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3. Baseline and Context

3.1 Review of Plans and Programmes

3.1.1 Introduction

The SEA regulations require a report containing ‘an outline of the contents, main objectives of the plan or

programme and relationship with other relevant plans and programmes’ (Schedule 2(1)) as well as ‘The
environmental protection objectives, established at international (European) Community or Member State level,

which are relevant to the plan or programme and the way those objectives and any environmental considerations
have been taken into account during its preparation’ (Schedule 2(5)).

One of the first steps in undertaking the SEA is therefore to identify and review other relevant plans, programmes,
policies and strategies (hereinafter referred to as ‘plans and programmes’) which could influence the MWMS.
These may be plans and programmes at an international (European), national, regional or local level.  The review
aims to identify the relationships between the MWMS and these other documents i.e. how the MWMS could be
affected by the other plans’ and programmes’ aims, objectives and/or targets, or how it could contribute to the
achievement of their environmental and sustainability objectives.  An understanding of these plans and
programmes is important in developing a baseline approach to the assessment.  It is also a valuable source of
information to support the completion of the social, economic and environmental baseline and to determine the key
issues.  The completed review of plans and programmes is also used to provide the policy context for the
subsequent appraisal process and helps to inform the development of objectives that comprise the SEA framework.

The SEA Scoping Report contained a review of plans and programme from two sources. The primary source was
the Scoping Report of the Integrated Impact Assessment for Westminster’s City Plan which was published in
September 2012. The IIA Scoping Report contained a review of plans and programmes, consistent with the
requirements of the SEA Directive. In addition to the IIA Scoping Report, the SEA Scoping Report contained
additional plans, programmes, policies and strategies that could have an effect on the MWMS. Between these two
sources, a total of 131 international and national, regional, sub-regional and local level plans, programmes, policies
and strategies have been reviewed and these are listed in Table 3.1. The information from the review is used in
Section 3.2 to provide baseline information on the current environmental and social characteristics of the
Westminster area, and in Section 4.2 to help to develop proposed objectives for the SEA.

Table 3.1 Plans and Programmes Examined for the SEA of the MWMS

Plans and Programmes Examined for the SEA of the draft MWMS

International / EU Plans and Programmes
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Plans and Programmes Examined for the SEA of the draft MWMS

The Waste Framework Directive
Council Directive 75/442/EEC of 15 July 1975 on waste

The Wild Birds Directive
Council Directive 79/409/EEC of 2 April 1979 on the conversation of wild birds

Council of Europe (1985) Convention on the Protection of the Architectural Heritage of Europe

United Nations (1992) The Basel Convention on the Control of Transboundary Movements of Hazardous Wastes and Their Disposal

The Habitats Directive
Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora

The Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive
Council Directive 94/62/EC of 20 December 1994 on packaging and packaging waste

The Pan-European Biological and Landscape Diversity Strategy (1995)

The Air Quality Framework Directive
Council Directive 96/62/EC of 27 September 1996 on ambient air quality assessment and management

United Nations (1997) Kyoto Protocol

The Landfill Directive
Council Directive 99/31/EC of 26 April 1999 on the landfill of waste

The Water Framework Directive
Council Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2000 establishing a framework for Community action
in the field of water policy

The End of Life Vehicles Directive
Council Directive 2000/53/EC of 18 September 2000 on end-of life vehicles

The Industrial Emissions Directive
Council Directive 2010/75/EU (IED) of 24 November 2010

United Nations (2002) The World Summit on Sustainable Development

European Union (2005) Clean Air Strategy

The Directive on Batteries
Council Directive 2006/66/EC of 6 September 2006 on batteries and accumulators and waste batteries and accumulators repealing Directive
91/157/EEC

Council of Europe (2006) European Landscape Convention

Animal By-Products Regulation
Council Regulation 1774/2002 on Animal By Products

European Council (2007) Together for Health: A Strategic Approach for the EU 2008-2013

The Directive on Integrated Pollution Prevent and Control (IPPC)
Council Directive 2008/1/EC of15 January 2008 concerning integrated pollution prevention and control (IPPC)

The Waste Framework Directive
Council Directive 2008/98/EC of 10 November 2008 on waste
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Table 3.1 (continued) Plans and Programmes Examined for the SEA of the MWMS

Plans and Programmes Examined for the SEA of the draft MWMS

The Renewable Directive
Council Directive 2009/28/EC of 23 April 2009 on renewable energy

UNFCCC (20009) Copenhagen Accord (Climate Change)

The Directive on Waste and Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE)
Council Directive 2012/19/EC of 4 July 2012 on waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE)

National Plans and Programmes

HM Government (1990) Environmental Protection Act (as amended)

HM Government (1998) Waste Minimisation Act

HM Government (2004) Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act

ODPM (2004) Safer Places: The Planning System and Crime Prevention

Department for Communities and Local Government (2005) Planning Policy Statement: Planning for Sustainable Waste Management

English Nature: Climate Change Space for Nature (2006)

Defra (2007) UK Air Quality Strategy

Defra (2007) Guidance for Local Authorities on Implementing Biodiversity Duty

HM Government (2008) Climate Change Act

HM Government (2008) Planning Act

English Heritage (2008) Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance

DfT (2008) Delivering a Sustainable Transport System (DaSTS)

Department for Communities and Local Government (2009) Protection of World Heritage sites: Circular 07/2009

HM Government (2010) Flood and Water Management Act

HM Government (2010) The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations

HM Government (2010) White Paper: Healthy Lives, Healthy People, our Strategy for public health in England

Defra (2010) Air Pollution: Action in a Changing Climate

Dr Brian G Miller Institute of Occupational Medicine (2010) Report on estimation of mortality impacts of particulate air pollution. Consulting
report 951-001

HM Treasury & Department for Innovation and Skills (2011) The Plan for Growth

English Heritage (2011) Energy Efficiency and Historic Buildings

English Heritage (2011) Seeing the History in the View: A method for assessing Heritage Significance within Views

English Heritage (2011) The Setting of Heritage Assets

English Heritage (2011) Understanding Place: Conservation Area Designation, Appraisal and Management

Department for Communities and Local Government (2011) The Localism Act

Defra (2011) Government Review of Waste Policy

Defra (2011) Waste Review Action plan 2011

Defra (2011) Natural Environment White Paper; The natural choice: securing the value of nature
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Table 3.1 (continued) Plans and Programmes Examined for the SEA of the MWMS

Plans and Programmes Examined for the SEA of the draft MWMS

Defra (2011) Biodiversity 2020: A Strategy for England’s Wildlife and Ecosystem Services

Defra & HM Government (2011) Water White Paper; water for Life

Defra & DECC (2011) Anaerobic Digestion Strategy and Action Plan

Home Office (2012) Crowded Places: The Planning System and Counter-Terrorism

Department for Communities and Local Government (2012) National Planning Policy Framework

Department for Communities and Local Government (2012) Technical Guidance to the National Planning Policy Framework

Department for Communities and Local Government (2012) Planning Policy for Traveller Sites

English Heritage (2012) National Heritage Protection Plan

DECC (2012) Local Authority Carbon Dioxide Figures (2010)

DECC (2012) UK Bio-energy Strategy

Defra (2013) The Waste Management Plan for England (Consultation Draft)

Regional Plans and Programmes

London Energy Partnership (2006) London Carbon Scenarios to 2026 Report

Environment Agency (2009) River Basin Management Plan – Thames River Basin District

Mayor of London (2010) Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy: Cleaning London’s Air

Mayor of London (2010) Mayor’s Cultural Metropolis: Mayor’s Cultural Strategy

Mayor of London (2010) Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy for London

Mayor of London (2010) Mayor’s Transport Strategy

Mayor of London (2010) Mayor’s London Housing Strategy

Greater London Authority (2011) Energy Planning: GLA Guidance on preparing energy assessments

Mayor of London (2011) London’s Wasted Resource - the Mayor’s Municipal Waste Management Strategy

Mayor of London (2011) Making Business Sense of Waste – The Mayor’s Business Waste Management Strategy for London

Mayor of London (2011) Mayor’s Delivering London’s Energy future: the Mayor’s climate change mitigation and energy strategy

Mayor of London (2011) London Plan

Mayor of London (2011) Draft Housing SPG

Mayor of London (2011) Mayor’s London’s World Heritage Sites – Guidance on Settings Supplementary Planning Guidance

Mayor of London (2011) Mayor’s Securing London’s water future: the Mayor’s Water Strategy

Mayor of London (2011) Mayor’s Managing risks and increasing resilience: the Mayor’s climate change adaption strategy

Mayor of London (2012) Draft Land for Industry and Transport SPG

Mayor of London (2012) London View Management Framework

Mayor of London (2012) Mayor’s All London Green Grid Supplementary Planning Guidance

Mayor of London (2012) Mayor’s London’s Foundations Supplementary Planning Guidance

Mayor of London (2012) Mayor’s Tree and Woodlands Supplementary Planning Guidance
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Table 3.1 (continued) Plans and Programmes Examined for the SEA of the MWMS

Plans and Programmes Examined for the SEA of the draft MWMS

Environment Agency (2012) Thames Estuary Plan (TE2100 Plan)

Neighbouring Authorities

London Borough of Brent (2010) Core Strategy

London Borough of Camden (2010) Core Strategy

Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (2010) Core Strategy

City of London (2011) Core Strategy

Local Plans and Programmes

Westminster City Council (2004) Municipal Waste Management Strategy

Westminster City Council (2006) Westminster City Plan 2006-2016 Sustainable Community Strategy

Westminster City Council (2007) Biodiversity Action Plan

Westminster City Council (2007) Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

Westminster City Council (2007) Economic Development Strategy 2008-2011

Westminster City Council (2007) Directory of Faiths in Westminster

Westminster City Council (2007) Housing Strategy 2007-2012

Westminster City Council (2007) Housing Needs Assessment 2006. Fordham Research

Westminster City Council (2007) Statement of Community Involvement

Drivers Jonas (2007) The Importance of the Historic Environment to the Office Market in Westminster

GVA Grimley; Burns and Owens (2007 and 2011) Creative Industries Report and Statistical Update

Westminster City Council (2008) Air Quality Progress Report

Westminster City Council (2008) Noise Attitudes Survey. GfK NOP Social Research

Westminster City Council (2008) Noise Survey. Scott Wilson

Westminster NHS Primary Care Trust (2008) Estates Strategy 2008-2013

Westminster NHS Primary Care Trust (2008) Strategic Service Development Plan 2008-2013

Max Lock Center Press, University of Westminster (2008) Retrofitting Soho

Westminster City Council (2009) Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal – Publication Draft

Westminster City Council (2009) Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

Westminster City Council (2009) Waste Site Assessment

Westminster City Council (2009) Westminster Noise Strategy 2010-2015

Westminster City Council (2009) Westminster Infrastructure Plan: Technical Assessment 2006-2026. URS Consultants

Westminster City Council (2009) A Study of Small Offices in Westminster 2008. DTZ Research

Westminster City Council (2009) Westminster Office Study – Impact of the Recession. Drivers Jonas

Westminster City Council & the London Boroughs of Barnet, Enfield, Haringay, Islington and Camden (2009) North London Sub-Region
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. Opinion Research Services.
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Table 3.1 (continued) Plans and Programmes Examined for the SEA of the MWMS

Plans and Programmes Examined for the SEA of the draft MWMS

NHS Westminster (2009) Our Strategy for Tackling Health Inequalities in Westminster 2009-2016

Westminster City Council (2010) Affordable Housing Viability Study. DTZ Research

Westminster City Council (2010) Housing Renewal Strategy

Westminster City Council (2010) Westminster Noise Strategy

Westminster City Council (2011) Affordable Housing Viability Study, Payments in Lieu of Affordable Housing. DTZ Research

Westminster City Council (2011) Core Strategy LDF

Westminster City Council (2011) Local Economic Assessment Baseline Study

Westminster City Council (2011) Local Implementation Plan a Transport Delivery Plan up to 2031

Westminster City Council (2011) Trees and the Public Realm

Westminster City Council (2011) Westminster (City of) Local Economic Assessment Baseline Study

Westminster City Council (2011) Westminster Way

Westminster City Council & NHS (2011 and 2012) Draft Health and Wellbeing Strategy

Westminster City Council Safer Westminster Partnership Strategy (22011-2014)

Westminster City Council (2012) Core Strategy NPPF Revision

Westminster City Council (2012) Core Strategy NPPF Revision IIA

Westminster City Council (2012) Local Development Scheme

Westminster City Council (2012) 2011 Air Quality Progress Report

Westminster City Council (2012/2013) Recycling and Waste Storage Requirements

3.2 Baseline Information

3.2.1 Introduction

The SEA regulations require a report containing ‘The relevant aspects of the current state of the environment and

the likely evolution thereof without implementation of the plan or programme’ (Schedule 2(2)), ‘The environmental
characteristics of areas likely to be significantly affected’ (Schedule 2(3)), and ‘Any existing environmental

problems which are relevant to the plan or programme including, in particular, those relating to any areas of a
particular environmental importance, such as areas designated pursuant to Council Directive 79/409/EEC on the

conservation of wild birds(1) and the Habitats Directive’ (Schedule 2(4)).

This section of the report identifies and characterises current environmental baseline conditions, along with how
these are likely to change in the future.  The data has been drawn from a variety of sources, including a number of
the plans and programmes reviewed as part of the SEA process (see Section 3.1 and Appendix F).



Draft - See Disclaimer
23

© AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited
September 2013

Similar to the identification of relevant plans and policies, the collection of environmental baseline conditions in
Westminster has drawn on the data collected in the September 2012 IIA Scoping Report. The baseline information
identified in the IIA Scoping Report is contained in Appendix F.

A review of the baseline information contained in the IIA Scoping Report was undertaken and where appropriate it
was updated and supplemented by additional information. This additional baseline information also provides an
overview of the likely evolution of the baseline conditions without the implementation of the MWMS.

Table 3.2 presents the results of this review.
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Table 3.2 Additional Baseline Information Relevant to the MWMS

Topic

Supplementary Information

Baseline Future Conditions

Economic Conditions

 Westminster accommodates nearly 600,000 jobs,
representing 14.6 per cent of all London Jobs (2009)11.

 The majority of employees commute into the borough
from other parts of London and Home Counties (463,000
in 2001)12.

 The number of businesses in Westminster has decreased
since 2001, albeit there was a short period of growth
between 2006 and 2008. There were approximately
46,500 businesses in the borough in 2010 (London:
approx. 390,000)11.

 Despite the falling number of businesses, the total
turnover from Westminster businesses has increased
since 2004, reflecting increasing productivity (8 per cent
between 2000 and 2009)11Error! Bookmark not
defined..

 Westminster has the largest night time economy in the UK
with a yearly turnover of £3 billion (2009)11.

 London is a key destination for inbound visitors to the UK.
In 2012 15.5 million visitors spent time in the capital,
spending over £10bn.  This represents 54% of all inbound
visitor spending14.

 Around 40 per cent of London’s hotels and guesthouses
are located in Westminster, alongside a large number of
tourist attractions leading to approximately 260,000 tourist
visits per day. Tourist expenditure in the borough totalled
£6.8 billion in 200711.

 Westminster City Council currently holds approximately
50 per cent of market shares in the commercial waste
stream13.

 The number of employees is
projected to grow by 15.4 per cent
by 2031 compared to 2011:

2016:     646,000
2021:     674,000
2026:     699,000
2031:     720,000

 There has been a slight decrease
in the number of nights spend in
the UK between 2007 and 2010
with a positive trend was seen in
the years 2011 and 2012. The
long-term trend in time spend in the
UK by visitors is to decline;
However, tourism in the UK has
been relatively stable14.

11 City of Westminster (2011) Economic Report: Local Economic Assessment Baseline Study

12 Greater London Authority (2007) Commuting in London

13 Inception Meeting with Westminster City Council (09/07/2013)

14 http://www.visitbritain.org/insightsandstatistics/inboundtourismfacts/ (last accessed 16/07/2013)
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Topic

Supplementary Information

Baseline Future Conditions

Social
Conditions

Westminster’s
Residents

 The current population of Westminster is 224,04315.

 The 2011 Census16 showed the following demographic
breakdown of Westminster’s population:

0-4 years:       5.7 per cent
5-19 years:    12.9 per cent
20-64 years:  70.1 per cent
65+:               11.2 per cent

Children, young people and old people are
underrepresented when compared to the England and
Wales average (6.2; 17.7; 16.4 per cent respectively).
The average for people between 20 and 64 years of age
throughout England and Wales is 59.6 per cent17.

 Westminster experiences an approximate yearly
population churn of 30 per cent15.

 121 different languages are spoken at Westminster’s
schools13.

 Population numbers in the borough
are expected to increase15:

2016:     230,492
2021:     237,981
2026:     243,413
2031:     248,662

Health and
Wellbeing

 No additional information has been identified.  No additional future conditions
have been identified

15 Westminster City Council (2013) Specification Document: Provision of the Strategic Environmental Assessment for Municipal Waste
Management Strategy (Invitation to Tender)

16 http://data.london.gov.uk/datastorefiles/documents/2011-census-first-results.pdf (last accessed 16/07/2013)

17 http://data.london.gov.uk/datastorefiles/documents/2011-census-first-results.pdfc (last accessed 16/07/2013)
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Topic

Supplementary Information

Baseline Future Conditions

Housing

 The total number of households in the borough is
approximately 121,000 with 16 per cent being vacant or
second properties15.

 The 2011 Census showed that 47,893 of the 105,772
occupied households in Westminster are single person
households in. The average household size in
Westminster is 2.0, whilst the average size in Great
Britain is 2.318.

 87 per cent of households are flats15.

 The majority of properties in Westminster are within
blocks of flats or gated communities with approximately
89 per cent of properties having a door entry system.
There are a high number of porters and security guards
present at Westminster residences19.

 The borough faces a rapid residential turnover of 30
percent per year20.

 Data collated by the Office for
National Statistics (ONS) shows an
increasing trend towards single
person households since 199621.

Environmental
Conditions

Heritage,
Design and
Public Realm

 There are 21 Registered Parks and Gardens and 85
‘London Squares’ in Westminster22.

 47 of the 56 Conservation Areas have adopted audits23.

 No additional future conditions
have been identified.

Open Space  There is 1.86 ha / 1000 residents of publically accessible
open space located in Westminster which is above the
common standard of 1.60 ha / 1000 residents. The total
number of open spaces is 182 with an area of 548 ha of
which approximately 489 ha (89 per cent) are publically
accessible24.

 Daily influx of commuters, tourists and visitors (around 1
Million people) reduces the amount of open space to
approximately 0.5 ha / 100024.

 No additional future conditions
have been identified.

18 http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/search/index.html?newquery=households+westminster (last accessed 11/07/2013)

19 House of Commons London Regional Committee (2010) London’s Population and the 2011 Census

20 Westminster City Council (2011) Westminster Childcare Sufficiency Assessment: Executive Summary

21 http://transact.westminster.gov.uk/docstores/publications_store/london%20squares%20schedule%20(3).pdf (last accessed 11/07/2013)

22 http://www.westminster.gov.uk/services/environment/planning/conservationlistedbuildings/historic-parks-and-gardens/ (last accessed
11/07/2013)

23 http://www.westminster.gov.uk/services/environment/planning/conservationlistedbuildings/audits/ (last accessed 11/07/2013)

24 City of Westminster (2010) Core Strategy - Submission Draft Sustainability Appraisals Appendices
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Topic

Supplementary Information

Baseline Future Conditions

Other Green
Infrastructure
and
Biodiversity

 The Thames River Basin Management Plan is currently in
place to ensure water quality objectives under the Water
Framework Directive (WFD) are reached25.

 The Grand Union Canal runs through Westminster and
has ‘good’ status under the WFD25.

 Westminster forms part of two river catchments. The River
Brent with poor status and the River Lee with moderate
status25.

 The following aims for the Thames
River Basin30, to be reached by
2015,  are identified in the
Management Plan26:

o 22 per cent of surface
water bodies will have
improved at least one
biological, chemical or
physical element;

o 25 per cent of surface
water bodies will have at
least good ecological
status;

o 17 per cent of ground
water bodies will have a
good overall ecological
status; and

o At least 30 per cent of
surface water bodies will
be of good or better
ecological quality.

Climate
Change

 No additional information has been identified.  No additional future conditions
have been identified.

Air Quality  The entire Borough of Westminster has been declared as
an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) since 1999 due
to exceedances in nitrogen dioxide and particulate
matter27.

 No additional future conditions
have been identified.

Flooding  No additional information has been identified.  No additional future conditions
have been identified.

Thames
Tunnel

 No additional information has been identified  No additional future conditions
have been identified.

25 Environment Agency (12/11/2012) Consultation Response ‘Integrated Impacts Assessment for Westminster City Plan’

26 Environment Agency (2009) Water for live and livelihoods: River Basin Management Plan Thames River Basin District

27 Westminster City Council (2009) Core Strategy Waste Evidence Base
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Topic

Supplementary Information

Baseline Future Conditions

Carbon and
Greenhouse
Gas
Emissions

 The following greenhouse gas emissions relating to waste
from the City of Westminster were recorded during the
financial year of 2011/2012:

Transport:                     166 t CO2e
Intermediate facilities:   530 t CO2e
Direct to landfill:            4,175 t CO2e

 Green house gas emissions were reduced by minimizing
the amount of waste going to landfill. The following
emissions were consequently avoided:

2009:    8,819 t CO2e
2012:    no data collected
2011:    8,849 t CO2e
2012:    8,971 t CO2e

 No additional future conditions
have been identified.

Heat and
Power
Networks

 No additional information has been identified.  No additional future conditions
have been identified.

Noise  The City Council received 17,311 noise complaints in
201228. In the same year 1,256 noise related noticed were
served and 37 prosecution cases were heard in
magistrate courts29.

 No additional future conditions
have been identified.

28 http://www.westminster.gov.uk/services/environment/pollution/noisepollution/noisestrategy/ (last accessed 15/07/2013)

29 http://www.westminster.gov.uk/services/environment/pollution/noisepollution/recent-prosecutions/ (last accessed 15/07/2013)
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Topic

Supplementary Information

Baseline Future Conditions

Waste  Figure 3.1shows the waste composition in Westminster.
The majority of waste is paper and card (34 per cent) and
kitchen waste (22 per cent)15.

 Of the 178,000 tonnes of waste arising per year 50 per
cent comes from the businesses, 40 per cent from
residents and 10 per cent from street litter15.

 78 per cent of waste is transferred to Energy from Waste
(EfW) facilities, whilst 14 per cent are recycled and 8 per
cent go directly to landfill15.

 The majority of waste is delivered to the South East
London Combined Heat and Power (SELCHP) facility.
Recyclables are delivered to the Brent Waste Transfer
Facility from where they are transferred to processors and
Material Recycling Facilities (MRFs) at Greenwich,
Wandsworth or Southwark. The Brent WTS also accepts
general waste when SELCHP is closed (at night). This is
then transferred back when SELCHP has opened. Waste
going to landfill gets delivered to the Wapsey Wood
landfill, Gerrards Cross, Buckinghamshire15.

 The majority of recyclables (20,000 t/75 per cent) comes
from household waste15.

 The Council has identified a significant opportunity to
expand commercial waste recycling15.

 Food waste makes up approximately 20 per cent of the
commercial waste stream (approx. 19 000 t)15.

 Westminster City Council does not own waste
management or re-use and recycling facilities15.

 Household and commercial waste typically is collected in
26 tonne vehicles whilst street cleansing waste is
collected in 7 tonne vehicles15.

 Rubbish is collected at least twice a week at every street-
level property. In addition recycling is collected at least
once per week. The Bags of Street (BOS) Scheme
ensures that Westminster’s main commercial streets are
kept clean. Waste collection is more frequent for streets
which fall into this scheme and can be up to 21 times per
week30.

 It has been estimated that 77 per cent (£13.7 million) of
the yearly cost associated with street cleansing is caused
by non-residents.

 Table 3.3 shows the waste forecast
for the years 2013-203115. The total
waste is likely to increase resulting
from an increasing population.
However, per capita waste will
remain unchanged.

 Commercial waste and waste
arising from street cleansing is
uncertain yet can be considered to
be reasonably static and has
therefore been assumed to remain
stable over time.

Transport  No additional information has been identified.  No additional future conditions
have been identified.

30 http://www.westminster.gov.uk/services/environment/rubbishwasteandrecycling/rubbishandwaste/ (last accessed 15/07/2013)
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Figure 3.1 Waste composition Westminster

Table 3.3 Westminster Population and Waste Growth Forecast (2013-2031)

Year Total Waste (t) Household
Waste (t)

Commercial
Waste (t)

Street
Cleansing (t) Population

Per Capita
Household
Waste (t)

2013 178,000 72,000 90,000 16,000 224,043 3

2016 179,988 73,988 90,000 16,000 230,492 3

2021 182,392 76,392 90,000 16,000 237,981 3

2026 184,136 78,136 90,000 16,000 243,413 3

2031 185,821 79,821 90,000 16,000 248,662 3

34
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4
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Metals

Textiles

Misc. Combustible

Misc. Non-Combustible



Draft - See Disclaimer
31

© AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited
September 2013

3.2.2 Key Environmental Issues

From the analysis of baseline information, including information from the IIA Scoping Report for the Westminster
City Plan and the information included in Table 3.3, and the review of plans and programmes, a number of issues
have been identified as being relevant to the draft MWMS.  These environmental issues are summarised in Table
3.4.

Table 3.4 Key Environmental Issues Relevant to the MWMS

Topic Key Environmental Issues for the Draft MWMS

Population  The population of Westminster is expected to grow by 7.8% by 2031. This will place additional
demands on key public services including Waste Management.

 The transient nature of the population in Westminster, coupled with high levels of ethnic and
linguistic diversity pose challenges for Westminster City Council to engage will all residents.

Health and well-being  The Indices of Deprivation contains a measure for the outdoor living environment including air
quality and road traffic accidents. All of Westminster falls within the worst 20% of areas across the
UK for this measure. Waste management activities in Westminster are likely to have noise, traffic
and odour effects, which could further exacerbate the quality of the outdoor environment.

 On-street waste containers may pose security risks in Westminster.

 Average noise levels in Westminster are 62 decibels in the day and 55.7 at night.  Guidance from
the World Health Organisation (WHO) states that noise levels above 55 decibels are a serious
annoyance in the evening and noise levels above 50 are a moderate annoyance in the evening
and daytime. Most noise in Westminster comes from road traffic but it also stems from
construction work, neighbours, commercial premises and air conditioning units.

Waste and Resource Use  There is a need in Westminster to reduce waste and maximise re-use, recycling and recovery to
minimise refuse in accordance with the waste hierarchy.

 Although the amount of waste sent to landfill has declined significantly in recent years, almost
15,000 tonnes of waste collected in Westminster is sent to landfill every year.

Economy  Westminster’s residential population swells to over one million during the daytime due to an influx
of workers, visitors and tourists. In addition to the pressure this places on transport infrastructure
and the public realm, it also results in additional waste generation in Westminster. The expected
increase in employment in Westminster over the coming years will further increase this daily influx
of people.

 There is a significant presence of hotels, restaurants and general ‘night-time’ business in
Westminster which typically produce high levels of food waste.

Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

 Poor air quality is an acute problem in Westminster. NO2 levels have lowered in recent years but
they still exceed short term and long term objectives. PM10 levels also breach short term
objectives. This pollution is associated primarily with vehicular transport and is compounded by
the lack of dispersal due to high buildings. The collection, transportation and disposal of waste
arising in Westminster will result in emissions that will affect air quality.

 Westminster has the 5th highest greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions of the 406 local authorities in
the UK. The majority (74%) of these emissions are linked to the cumulative impact arising from
small commercial businesses. Achieving a reduction in GHG emissions in Westminster will
therefore be highly dependent on the de-carbonisation of the energy market. While nuclear and
both offshore and onshore wind are likely to play significant roles in the future national energy mix,
renewable energy generated in Westminster will probably be confined to small scale generation
(such as solar and micro-CHP) due to high level of demand for land in Westminster.

 There is a need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions resulting from waste management.

 Waste management options can result in the emission of gasses such as ozone,
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Topic Key Environmental Issues for the Draft MWMS

chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), dioxins and furans.
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Table 3.4 (continued) Key Environmental Issues Relevant to the MWMS

Topic Key Environmental Issues for the Draft MWMS

Climate Change and Flood
Risk

 London is expected to see an increase in the mean summer temperature by 2.7 degrees by 2050
and a 18% reduction in summer rainfall along with a 15% increase in winter rainfall.  Climate
Change is likely to result in increase waste prevention and recycling as raw materials and natural
resources will be more valuable.

 Westminster is at risk of flooding from the Thames and surface water flooding. Flood events have
the potential to disrupt waste management services or inundate waste management assets such
as recycling centres, vehicle depots and street bins.

Biodiversity and Nature
Conservation

 Although Westminster is a highly urban area, it supports several internationally and nationally
protected bird species. Changes to waste management services in Westminster would be unlikely
to be of a scale or nature to affect the feeding habits or nesting of birds. Additional services would
also be unlikely to affect local fauna due to the overall levels of disruptive activities that occur in
Westminster and the intention, if any transfer facilities are required, to site these in existing
underused premises.

 Green spaces, including the 30+ Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation, are limited in
Westminster and new waste management infrastructure in close proximity to these spaces/sites
has the potential to affect their integrity and setting.

Land Use, Geology and
Soils

 Westminster is highly developed with very high land values. Development is primarily focused on
the renewal and refurbishment of building stock. There has also been a steady increase in
applications for basement extensions. This type of development is likely to produce higher levels
of C&D waste than greenfield development.

Landscape and Public
Realm

 The protection of landscape character from physical and aesthetic impacts related to waste
management is an important consideration in Westminster due to the number of protected views,
tourist attractions and Royal Parks.

 Westminster’s public realms are important aspects of the City. These areas are often extremely
popular with tourists and people visiting the area for shopping or cultural events and high levels of
waste are generated in these area.

Cultural Heritage  Westminster has a large number of listed street furniture. The setting of these heritage assets may
be affected by waste management services and they may also limit space available for collection
services.

 Over 75% of Westminster is a designated as a Conservation Area and Westminster has more
listed buildings than any other local authority in the country. These heritage assets, in particular
listed buildings pose difficulties for storing waste as they often do not have dedicated indoor or
outdoor storage space.

Transport  Westminster has a comprehensive network of public transport but due to its central location has a
congested road network.

 Over half the population of Westminster do not have access to a car. This reduces the likelihood
of residents travelling to waste management facilities such as recycling centres to dispose of
waste.
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4. Assessment Framework

4.1 Introduction
This section draws on the information presented in Section 3 to set out the assessment framework. This includes
the objectives and guide questions.

The aim of SEA is to identify, describe and evaluate the likely significant effects of implementing the MWMS on
the environment. Where it is considered that there is no likelihood of a significant detrimental effect of the options
on topic areas, it is possible to scope these topics out of the assessment.

4.2 The SEA Assessment Framework
The SEA assesses each of the potential options to be included within Westminster City Council’s MWMS against a
range of environmental and social objectives.  These objectives are intended to reflect changes that contribute to
sustainability.  By assessing each option against the objectives, it is more apparent where the MWMS will
contribute to sustainability, where it might have a negative impact, and where its impact could be improved.  Guide
questions focus the assessment on specific aspects of the objective that reflect issues identified from the review of
baseline and contextual information relating to the Westminster City Council area.

The SEA objectives and guide questions reflect the SEA topics included within the assessment and were informed
by examining the baseline evidence, incorporating the identification of key issues, and the review of plans and
programmes summarised in the previous section.  Broadly, the objectives present the preferred environmental
outcome, which typically involves minimising detrimental effects and enhancing positive effects.

The proposed Assessment Framework was presented in the SEA Scoping Report which was issued to the SEA
statutory bodies for a five week consultation in August 2013. This proposed Framework was presented as a
modified version of the Assessment Framework adopted for the IIA for the Westminster City Plan. The proposed
Framework differed from the IIA Scoping Framework in many respects, most notably the Housing and Local
Opportunities objectives where scoped out as it was felt the MWMS would not have any effects on these topics and
vice versa they would be likely to effect the MWMS. In addition, the guide questions were tailored to ensure they
were relevant to the MWMS and took into consideration the additional information in the review of the
environmental baseline and plans and programmes.

The responses to the consultation on the Scoping Report did not include suggestions to amend the draft
Assessment Framework. Therefore the Assessment Framework was used to assess the MWMS options. This
Assessment Framework is shown in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1 SEA Framework for the Assessment of the MWMS

SEA Objective Guide Questions SEA Topics

15. To create cohesive, inclusive
and safe communities,
sufficiently engaged to
support reaching waste
targets

 Will it encourage community engagement in reaching waste targets?

 Will it support a feeling of safety in the community?

Population

Health and Well-
being

16. To reduce crime and fear of
crime

 Will it discourage fly-tipping and other waste offences?

 Will it encourage the provision of waste storage space in new built
residential and commercial units?

 Will it encourage changes to existing residential buildings which will
ensure provision of waste storage space?

Health and Well-
being
Economy

17. To promote and improve
health and well being

 Will it minimise nuisance resulting from odour?

 Will it minimize nuisance resulting from noise?

 Will it avoid adverse effects on health and well-being relating to air
quality?

Health and Well-
being
Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions
Landscape and
Public Realm

18. To reduce greenhouse
emissions and support climate
change adaptation

 Will it reduce greenhouse gas emissions and support emission targets?

 Will it promote the use of energy from renewable sources?

 Will it be resilient to climate change and maximise adaption?

 Will it reduce ozone depleting emissions?

Waste and Resource
Use
Climate Change and
Flood Risk
Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

19. To reduce use of natural
resources e.g. energy

 Will it maximise resource effieciency through re-use, recycling or
recovery?

 Will it reduce energy consumption?

Waste and Resource
Use

20. To minimise flood risk,
,protect surface and
groundwater quality

 Will it avoid water contamination incidents?

 Will it minimise flood risk from all sources of flooding?

Climate Change and
Flood Risk
Biodiveristy and
Nature Conservation

21. To protect, enhance and
create environments that
encourage and support
biodiversity

 Will it minimise the risk of adverse impacts from hazardous waste and
contamination incidents on the environment?

 Will it protect, enhance and increase biodiversity and protect habitats?

Biodiversity and
Nature Conservation

22. To improve air qualtiy  Will it minimise emissions of air pollutants arising from the collection,
transfer and treatment of municipal wastes?

 Will it improve air quality?

 Will it reduce emissions of key pollutants?

Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

23. To minimise HGV movements
and ensure road safety

 Will it incorporate the proximity principle and maximise self sufficiency in
the management of waste?

 Will it ensure that road safety is not impaired?

 Will it maximise transport efficiency and minimise the need for
transport?

Transport
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Table 4.1 (continued) SEA Framework for the Assessment of the MWMS

SEA Objective Guide Questions SEA Topics

24. To reduce waste production
and increase, recycling and
recovery of waste

 Will it support the waste targets?

 Will it encourage responsible disposal of electrical and hazardous
waste?

 Will it reduce consumption of material and resources?

 Will it increase re-use, recycling and recovery?

 Will it reduce per capita household waste arisings?

 Will it maximise recycling of commercial waste?

Population
Waste and Resource
Use

25. To protect and enhance the
historic environment and
architectural, archaelogical
and cultural heritage

 Will it protect heritage sites and cultural value?

 Will it protect strategic views?

 Will it protect listed buildings and their settings?

 Will it help preserve, enhance and record archaeological features and
their settings?

Cultural Heritage

26. To enhance public realm and
street improvements

 Will it reduce litter?

 Will it enhance the quality of public realm?

 Will it ensure efficient and quick clean-up of public realm, particularly
from night life and events?

Population
Landscape and
Public Realm
Waste and Resource
Management

27. To protect, enhance and seek
opportunites to increase open
space

 Will it improve open space?

 Will it protect and improve landscape character?

 Will it minimise development on greenfield sites?

Population
Land Use, Geology
and Soils
Landscape and
Public Realm

28. To maintain economic
diversity, increase local
opportunity and support
sustainable economic growth

 Will it promote investment?

 Will it mitigate raising residual waste disposal costs?

 Will it increase market shares in the commercial waste sector?

 Will it improve business development and environment?

 Will it encourage new buisness start ups, small businesses and
opportunites for local people?

 Will it promote buisness in key sectors?

Economy

4.3 Assessment Methodology
The SEA Assessment Framework assessed the following elements of the MWMS:

 Objectives;

 Targets; and

 Indicative measures to deliver the targets including technical solutions to address the residual waste
arisings.
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The final element included the consideration of the reasonable alternatives to the technical solutions to the MWMS
outlined below (see Table 2.2 for more information).

 Option 1 – ASIS (EfW and Landfill);

 Option 2 – AD, MBT/RDF (UK) and Landfill;

 Option 3 – AD, SRF, EfW (Europe);

 Option 4 – AD and EfW (no CHP);

 Option 5 – AD and EfW (with CHP); and

 Option 6 – IVC and EfW.

The assessment of the reasonable alternatives will be used by Westminster City Council to allow them to make an
informed decision about which option to take forward as a preferred option.

4.3.1 Compatibility

The MWMS Objectives and Targets are reproduced in Section 2.4 of this Report. It is important that the objectives
and targets are aligned with the sustainability objectives. This has been tested by assessing the relationship between
the SEA Objectives and the MWMS Objectives and Targets. Each objective and target has been assessed against
the 14 SEA Objectives (presented in Table 4.1) and the following system has been used to score the compatibility
of the objectives and targets.

+ Compatible ? Uncertain

0 Neutral - Incompatible

The results of the compatibility of the Objectives and Targets are shown in Table 5.1 and Table 6.1 and the results
are summarised in Section 5.2 and Section 6.2.

4.4 Assessment of the Draft MWMS and the Reasonable
Alternatives

The draft MWMS has identified six options for the treatment of residual waste. The assessment of the draft targets
of the MWMS and the options for the treatment of residual waste will be completed and recorded using an
assessment matrix (see the example provided in Table 4.2).

The matrix records:
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 The nature and scale of the potential effects on the SEA Objective (what is expected to happen);

 When the effect could occur (timing) and its degree of permanence;

 Assumptions and uncertainties that underpin the assessment;

 What mitigation measures might be appropriate for potentially significant negative effects on the SEA
objectives; and

 What options there are to enhance positive effects.

Symbols and colour coding will also be used to indicate significant (positive or negative) impacts.

Table 4.2 Assessment Matrix

Option 1: EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 The majority of residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported
to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station (WTS).

 Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA) will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (7%) would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire. This will be transported via road from the Brent

WTS
 6,000 tonnes per annum of street cleaning waste will delivered to the Riverside Resource Recovery facility (RFF) at Belvedere in the

London Borough of Bexley.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/
Guidance

Score Commentary/Explanation

1. To create
cohesive, inclusive
and safe
communities,
sufficiently
engaged to support
reaching waste
targets

 Will it encourage
community engagement
in reaching waste
targets?

 Will it support a feeling of
safety in the community?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The option is not expected to have any effect on encouraging
communities to reach waste targets.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
None
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

2. To reduce crime
and fear of crime

 Will it discourage fly-
tipping and other waste
offences?

 Will it encourage the
provision of waste
storage space in new
built residential and
commercial units?

 Etc..

0

Assessment of Effect:
The option is not expected to have any effect on waste related
offences or the provision of waste storage space in new or
existing residential and commercial building.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

3. Etc..  Etc..
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4.5 Cumulative Effects
The SEA Directive, and its implementing regulations in the UK, requires that secondary, cumulative and
synergistic effects are considered as part of the assessment (see definitions presented in Table ).

Table 4.3 Definitions of Secondary, Cumulative and Synergistic Effects

Type of Effect Definition*

Secondary (or indirect) Effects that do not occur as a direct result of the draft MWMS implementation, but occur at distance from
the direct impacts or as a result of a complex pathway. Examples of a secondary effect of the draft
MWMS would include the materials (and embedded carbon) used in the development of any waste
management infrastructure.

Cumulative Effects that occur where several individual activities which each may have an insignificant effect, combine
to have a significant effect.  Examples of a cumulative effect of the draft MWMS could include the
potential effects on designated heritage site and the cumulative effects of disturbance and pollutant
emissions arising from any waste management infrastructure and operation.

Synergistic Effects that interact to produce a total effect that is greater than the sum of the individual effects. For
example, this can occur where the toxicity of two chemicals is greatly increased when they are combined.

*Adapted from SEA guidance, ODPM (2005)

The assessment of secondary, cumulative and synergistic effects will consider in the first instance the effects of the
implementation of the MWMS as a whole. Additionally, the effects of the draft MWMS in-combination with other
plans and programmes as well as with other relevant boroughs will also be considered.

4.6 Technical Difficulties
The SEA Directive requires the identification of any difficulties (such as technical deficiencies or lack of
knowledge) encountered.  The high level nature of the reasonable alternatives has meant that a number of
assumptions have been made about the nature of the options. These uncertainties and assumptions are outlined in
section 4.7.1.

4.6.1 Uncertainties and Assumptions

There are a number of uncertainties and assumptions relating to the appraisal of the MWMS. These are as follows:

Uncertainties

 It is uncertain which changes in required vehicle movements and routes will be necessary as a result of
the implementation of the MWMS. Further uncertainties remain regarding the types of vehicles which
will be used, vehicle fuel efficiency, any exhaust pollutant abatement technologies used (above
current), and the duration and nature of the journey to waste management facilities.
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 Changes in emissions of key pollutants from the transport of waste are unknown. These are dependent
on which technical option is taken forward, its location, the quantity and frequency of vehicle
movements, vehicle fuel efficiency, exhaust pollutant abatement as well as potential future changes in
regulations.

 The nature of fly-tipping incidents reported to the Council is unknown.

 The effects on greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the re-use of goods cannot be quantified
without a full life-cycle assessment being completed.

 The amount and carbon intensity of energy generation under Option 4 relative to business as usual is
unknown.

 The EPS and Carbon Intensity Floor have only been calculated for option 5. Carbon emissions from
all other technical options have not been modelled.

Assumptions

 It has been assumed that waste targets described in the strategy will be achieved.

 It has been assumed that the measures described in the strategy will be effective in encouraging
community engagement despite challenges faced and that the Council will keep up sustained efforts to
promote engagement. The effectiveness of previous initiatives in contributing to the reduction of
residual waste has not been analysed; however, it is evident given the 30% churn in the population,
that the Council needs to continue to engage with the community to ensure high participation rates in
waste management initiatives.

 It is assumed that whilst targets 1 and the MWMS are not applicable to the SEA guide questions which
address the provision of waste storage space in existing and new built residential and commercial
units, other planning policy documents will promote the provision of waste facilities and storage space
in new developments. These include but are not limited to the WCC Core Strategy (adopted 2011) and
in particular Policy CS43 ‘Sustainable Waste Management’ and CS27 ‘Design’.

 It has been assumed that current per capita residual waste figures do not significantly differ from the
2009/2010 figures.

 It has been assumed that the re-use of goods generally reduces the need for production of new goods
and associated carbon emissions.

 It has been assumed that gate fees for MRF facilities will continue to be considerably lower than other
non-recycling treatment facilities such as EfW, MBT and landfill. However, it is not possible to
predict future changes in gate fees.

 It has been assumed that SELCHP will be able to export heat from 2013/2014.

 It is assumed that the SELCHP facility will operate in line with the requirements set out in the
Environmental Permit so that there would be no breaches of emissions limits.

 Charing Cross has been used as an indicative location in Westminster in order to calculate distances to
facilities. The following routes to calculate distances have been used:



Draft - See Disclaimer
42

© AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited
September 2013

- Westminster to SELCHP: A2/Old Kent Road

- Westminster to Cringle Dock: A3212/A3036

- Cringle Dock to Riverside RRF: n/a river barge on the Thames

- Brent Road WTS to Wapseys Wood: A40

- Westminster to Old Kent Road IWMF: A2/Old Kent Road

- Old Kent Road IWMF to AD Facility: A13

- Westminster to Seneca Facility: A5

- AD Facility (from Old Kent Road IWMF): A13

- Westminster to Edmonton: A503

- Brent Road WTS to SELCHP: A40/A2

- SELCHP: A2/Old Kent Road

 It has been assumed that kitchen waste collection will be extended out to 50,000 residential properties
and 4,000 commercial properties.

 It has been assumed that if new kitchen waste collection containers would be required, this would be
located on hardstanding areas (such as car parking areas, entrances, etc).

 The NLWA stated in their 2009 Waste Strategy that the Edmonton facility may have come to the end
of its useful operational life by 2014. It has been assumed under this option that the facility would
continue to be operational until the end of 2026. Furthermore, it has been assumed that some residual
waste (ash) of the Edmonton EfW facility would require disposal at landfill (assumed to go to the
Wapseys Wood landfill in Buckinghamshire).
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5. Assessment of the Strategic Objectives

5.1 Overview
Westminster City Council has developed a set of strategic objectives for the MWMS which are distinct from the set
of objectives developed for the SEA.  The strategic objectives focus on the key requirements that need to be met in
order to achieve the overarching vision of the MWMS.  The aims and objectives of the MWMS have been assessed
against the environmental objectives listed in Table 4.1 to determine the extent of compatibility and any areas of
possible conflict. If there are any areas of conflict between the MWMS objectives and the SEA objectives, the
process provides an opportunity for the objectives of the plan to be refined to ensure that the subsequent targets and
actions do not give rise to avoidable significant effects.

Table 3.2 shows the qualitative scoring system that was used to assess the compatibility of the MWMS objectives
to the SEA objectives. The results of this assessment are presented below in Table 5.1.

Overall, there is a high degree of compatibility between the MWMS objectives and the SEA objectives with none
of the objectives being identified as being in conflict and all being compatible with 2 or more of the SEA
objectives.  This reflects the overlap of the objectives of the strategy with some of the core environmental
objectives of the SEA concerning:

 Communities, sufficiently engaged to support reaching waste targets

 Reducing greenhouse emission

 Reducing the use of natural resource

 Reducing waste production and increasing the reuse, recycling and recovery of waste

 Supporting sustainable economic growth.

The uncertainties highlighted for one MWMS objective ‘Treating waste within Greater London’ concern the issues
already detailed in section 4.5.1 related to the changes in vehicle movements and routes, consequences in terms of
emissions and any effects on Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs).
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Table 5.1 Compatibility of the MWMS Objectives against the SEA Objectives

SEA Objective

Strategic Objective
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1. To create cohesive,
inclusive and safe
communities, sufficiently
engaged to support reaching
waste targets

+ + + + + + 0 + + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2. To reduce crime and fear
of crime 0 + + + + 0 0 + + 0 + 0 0 0 0 +

3. To promote and improve
health and well being + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + ? 0 0 0

4. To reduce greenhouse
emission and support climate
change adaption

+ + + + + + + + + + 0 + + + + 0

5. To reduce use of natural
resource e.g. energy + + + + + + + + + + 0 + + + + 0

6. To minimise flood risk,
protect surface and
groundwater quality

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +

7. To protect, enhance and
create environments that
encourage and support
biodiversity

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +

8. To improve air quality 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + ? 0 0 0
9. To minimise HGV
movements and ensure road
safety

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + + 0 0 0

10. To reduce waste
production and increase
reuse, recycling and
recovery of waste

+ + + + + + + + + + 0 + 0 0 + 0
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Table 5.1 (continued) Compatibility of the MWMS Objectives against the SEA Objectives

SEA Objective

Strategic Objective
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11. To protect and enhance
the historic environment and
architectural

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12. To enhance public realm
and street improvements 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

13. To protect, enhance and
seek opportunities to
increase open space

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

14. To maintain economic
diversity, increase local
opportunity and support
sustainable economic growth

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
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5.2 Summary of Assessment
This section presents a summary of compatibility assessment of the objectives of the MWMS against the SEA
objectives.

Strategic Objective 1

‘The Council will continue to promote waste reduction initiatives particularly those relating to food waste.’

Promoting waste reduction through initiatives is likely to encourage community engagement in reaching waste
targets. Initiatives that promote the reduction of food waste could also contribute to a reduction in localised odour
nuisance and sources of resident complaints to the Council on this point. However, this will depend on how such an
objective is implemented and how it is balanced with the treatment of organics (discussed in the Strategy under
objectives 13 and 14).  Reduction of waste generally leads to reduced carbon emissions associated with waste
management. The Council would expect to incur lower waste disposal and management costs through reduced
amounts of waste; however, this will depend on the treatment options (and their costs) for the waste arisings. The
strategic objective has no direct relationship with the SEA Objectives 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12 and 13.

Strategic Objective 2

‘The Council will promote and facilitate initiatives that maximise the reuse of goods and materials before
they enter the waste stream.’

This target is likely to raise awareness of reuse campaigns and services and may harness further local initiatives.
Highlighting initiatives to residents could result in increased community engagement in reaching waste targets.
Reuse could reduce the need for residual waste management and could also lead to a reduction in greenhouse gas
emissions (although this will be highly dependent on the treatment options used for the waste arisings). Promoting
initiatives for reuse and the potentially reduced need for waste disposal could mitigate raising waste disposal costs
incurred by the Council. The strategic objective has no direct relationship with the SEA Objectives 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11,
12 and 13.

Strategic Objective 3

‘The Council will continue to develop partnerships with organisations (particularly local community groups
and others in the third sector) to stimulate higher reduction, reuse and recycling rates.’

Developing partnerships with organisations such as local community groups has potential to encourage residents to
participate in reaching waste reduction targets and may reduce waste offences such as fly-tipping.  Promoting
reduction, reuse and recycling is likely to lead to a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and support the efficient
use of resources. Stimulating reduction, reuse and recycling could mitigate the raising costs for waste disposal by
lowering the amount of residual waste. The strategic objective has no direct relationship with the SEA Objectives
3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12 and 13.
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Strategic Objective 4

‘The Council will continue to implement best practice in waste awareness and education.’

Implementing waste awareness and education is likely to encourage residents to participate in reaching waste
targets. Further, it is possible that this would reduce the numbers of waste offences (such as fly-tipping) by making
residents aware of options for the responsible disposal of waste.   The reduction of waste and increase of reuse and
recycling will be promoted through the strategic objective. This may lead to reduced amounts of residual waste and
could lead to reduced carbon emissions associated with waste management. The Council would expect to incur
lower waste disposal and management costs through reduced amounts of waste; however, this will depend on the
treatment options (and their costs) for the waste arisings. The strategic objective has no direct relationship with
objectives 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12 and 13.

Strategic Objective 5

‘The Council will, in conjunction with their collection and processing contractors, continuously and
proactively review the range of materials collected for recycling and introduce additional materials where
possible.’

Broadening the range of materials collected for recycling may simplify waste segregation for residents and could
result in increased participation and increased recycling rates. Whilst the collection, separation and processing of
recycled materials will involve energy and greenhouse gas emissions, these are typically less than those involved in
the production of new materials. Furthermore, the objective bears potential for minimising waste offences,
particularly fly-tipping, by making responsible waste disposal increasingly accessible. Maximising recycling could
mitigate raising costs for residual waste disposal and the Council could expect to incur lower waste disposal and
management costs; however, this will depend on the treatment options (and their costs) for the residual waste
arisings. The strategic objective has no direct relationship with the SEA objectives 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, and 13.

Strategic Objective 6

‘The Council will develop recycling services that encourage high participation.’

Recycling services that encourage high participation will increase community involvement in reaching waste
targets. Increased recycling rates are likely to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and consumption of resources
(including energy). Maximising recycling will mitigate raising costs for residual waste disposal. The strategic
objective has no direct relationship with the SEA objectives 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12 and 13.

Strategic Objective 7

‘The Council will seek to maximise the quality of recyclable material collected.’

Maximising the quality of the recyclables collected could increase the overall volume and proportion of recycling
by minimising the need to discard collected recyclable materials due to poor quality and contamination. In
consequence, this objective has the potential to lower greenhouse gas emissions and increase resource efficiency.
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Increased recycling rates could mitigate the raising cost for residual waste disposal through diversion of waste from
landfill. The strategic objective has no direct relationship with the SEA Objectives 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12 and 13.

Strategic Objective 8

‘The Council will expand ‘on the go’ recycling services for street litter.’

Provision of recycling facilities at street level could increase community engagement and may reduce the number
of waste offences such as littering. Increasing recycling of street litter may mitigate raising costs for residual waste
disposal. The strategic objective has no direct relationship with the SEA Objectives 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12 and 13.

Strategic Objective 9

‘The Council will continue to investigate opportunities to open a Reuse and Recycling Centre.’

There is currently no Reuse and Recycling Centre within the Westminster city boundaries. The Council will
continue to investigate opportunities for the provision of a centre which could support higher recycling rates.
Community participation in recycling is likely to increase, should an opportunity for the provision of a Reuse and
Recycling Centre be identified and implemented. Further, the provision of additional opportunities for responsible
disposal may reduce the number of waste offences such as fly-tipping. Increased recycling rates are likely to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and increase resource efficiency. Maximising recycling could mitigate raising costs for
residual waste disposal and the Council could expect to incur lower waste disposal and management costs;
however, this will depend on the treatment options (and their costs) for the residual waste arisings. The strategic
objective has no direct relationship with the SEA Objectives 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12 and 13.

Strategic Objective 10

‘The Council will expand commercial waste recycling services.’

Expanding recycling services for commercial waste could lead to increased recycling rates and consequently has
the potential to lower greenhouse gas emissions as well as the use of natural resources. The expansion of
commercial waste recycling services could increase the Council's market shares in the sector, dependant on the
Council’s competitive position. The strategic objective has no direct relationship with the SEA Objectives 1,2, 3,
6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12 and 13.

Strategic Objective 11

‘The Council will continue to take appropriate enforcement action against those businesses, visitors and
residents who seek to dispose of their waste irresponsibly.’

Enforcement actions against businesses, visitors and residents who dispose of their waste irresponsibly could
discourage waste offences such as fly-tipping and littering. Reducing the amount of irresponsibly disposed waste is
likely to reduce costs encountered by the Council associated with subsequent action. The strategic objective has no
direct relationship with the SEA Objectives 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13.
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Strategic Objective 12

‘The Council will develop partnerships with neighbouring boroughs to increase the efficiency and
effectiveness of services.’

Developing partnerships with neighbouring boroughs to maximise efficiency and effectiveness of services is
considered to be indirectly compatible with the SEA Objective to improve health and well-being as the partnerships
could lead to great operational efficiency of services, achieved through optimising waste collection services and
frequencies which could contribute to a reduction of collection vehicle emissions air pollutants.  Greenhouse gas
emissions and the need for resources, particularly energy could be reduced through improved efficiency and
effectiveness. Collaboration with neighbouring boroughs could increase reuse, recycling and recovery of waste. An
increasingly efficient and effective waste management system is likely to reduce the collection costs incurred by
the Council; however, overall costs will also depend on the treatment options (and their costs) for the residual
waste arisings. The strategic objective has no direct relationship with the SEA Objectives 1, 2, 6, 7, 11, 12 and 13.

Strategic Objective 13

‘The Council will seek to treat as much waste within Greater London as possible, where cost effective to do
so.’

Treating the maximum amount of waste within Greater London is consistent with the proximity principle and is
likely to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and energy needs when compared with current options that require the
transportation of waste to facilities outside Greater London. However, whilst it may reduce distances, maximising
waste treatment within London is unlikely to result in an overall reduction in the number of waste collection
vehicle movements and associated nuisance (i.e. noise).  Reducing overall transport distances could result in
improved air quality; however, if it also leads to a concentration of journeys in specific areas (to identified
facilities) within Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs) it may also lead to localised increases in vehicle related
pollution. The target seeks cost efficient waste management and so is likely to reduce the collection costs incurred
by the Council. The strategic objective has no direct relationship with the SEA Objectives 1, 2, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12 and
13.

Strategic Objective 14

‘The Council will seek to prioritise high performing, low emission, sustainable technologies and operations
that achieve value for money.’

High performing and low emission technologies and operations are likely to result in reduced greenhouse gas
emissions and minimise the need for energy associated with waste management. By ensuring value for money,
adopting increasingly efficient and effective waste management systems are likely to reduce the collection costs
incurred by the Council; however, this will also depend on the treatment options (and their costs) for the residual
waste arisings. The strategic objective has no direct relationship with the SEA Objectives 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11,
12, 13 and 14.
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Strategic Objective 15

‘The Council will seek to send no residual waste to landfill.’

Reducing the amount of waste sent to landfill generally reduces greenhouse gas emissions and use of resources
through prioritising reduction, reuse, recycling and recovery. Diverting waste from landfill could mitigate raising
costs for residual waste disposal and the Council could expect to incur lower waste disposal and management costs;
however, this will depend on the treatment options (and their costs) for the residual waste arisings. The strategic
objective has no direct relationship with the SEA Objectives 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12 and 13.

Strategic Objective 16

‘The Council will develop plans for the responsible management of specialist waste streams.’

Expanding opportunities for the disposal of hazardous waste (e.g. chemicals, clinical waste) could reduce waste
offences by providing options for responsible disposal and may reduce associated risks to the environment,
including waterbodies. Collection of fly-tipped hazardous and clinical waste, as well as the provision of Emergency
Services for major incidents are included in the Council's Waste Collection, Recycling and Street Cleansing
Contract. Provision of adequate disposal opportunities and the associated mitigation of waste offences could reduce
costs associated with the aforementioned duties. The strategic objective has no direct relationship with the SEA
Objectives 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13.

5.3 Conclusion
The draft MWMS is underpinned by 16 objectives. These objectives have been tested against the 14 SEA
objectives in order to ascertain their compatibility. The results of this assessment indicated that all objectives were
either compatible with the SEA objectives or there was no direct relationship with the SEA objective and the
MWMS objective.

The SEA objectives that were compatible with most of the MWMS objectives include the GHG emissions
objective, the use of natural resources and energy objective, the waste objective and the economy objective.

All of the MWMS objectives had no direct relationship with a number of the SEA objectives, including the historic
environment objective, the public realm objective and the open space objective.
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6. Assessment of Targets, Preferred Approach and
Reasonable Alternatives

6.1 Introduction
The targets of the MWMS along with the preferred approach to the treatment of residual waste and the reasonable
alternatives to the preferred approach were assessed using the framework set out in Table 4.1. A summary of the
results are set out in this chapter with the full assessments contained in Appendix D and Appendix E.

6.2 Assessment of Targets
This section presents a summary of the key environmental, social and economic issues that the targets of the
MWMS would be likely to have. Table 6.1 summarises the results of the assessment of the targets against the SEA
Objectives. The full assessment is contained in Appendix D.



Draft - See Disclaimer
52

© AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited
September 2013

Table 6.1 Summary of the Assessment of targets of the MWMS Targets
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1. To achieve zero growth in the
amount of waste produced by
each household per year by 2020

++ 0 ? ? + 0 0 ? ? + 0 0 0 0

2. To reduce the amount of
household waste not re-used,
recycled or composted by the
residents of Westminster to 225kg
per capita by 2020.

++ 0 ? + ++ 0 0 ? ? ++ 0 0 0 +

3. To maximise the re-use of
municipal waste. ++ + ? + + 0 0 + ? ++ 0 0 0 +

4. To achieve a municipal
recycling rate of 30% by 2020,
35% by 2025 and 40% by 2031.

++ 0 ? + + 0 0 ? ? + 0 0 0 +

5. To encourage all commercial
organisations in Westminster to
recycle.

0 0 ? + + 0 0 ? ? ++ 0 0 0 ?

6. To maximise diversion of
biodegradable municipal waste
from landfill to meet national and
regional targets.

++ 0 ? ++ ++ 0 0 ? ? ++ 0 0 0 ++

7. To minimise the environmental
impact of managing
Westminster’s municipal waste.

+ 0 + ++ + 0 0 ? ? + 0 0 0 +

8. To meet the national recovery
target of 67% by 2015 and 75%
by 2020.

+ 0 0 ++ + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +

9. To maximise the treatment of
waste within Greater London
where practical to do so.

0 0 ? + + 0 0 ? + 0 0 0 0 0

Target 1

‘To achieve zero growth in the amount of waste produced by each household per year by 2020.’

Population forecasts show an increase in population from 224,043 (2013), to 237,981 (2021) and 248,662 (2031).
To reduce the impacts on total waste arisings from this population increase it is necessary to reduce the amount of
waste produced by each household.

Significant positive effects have been identified against the encouragement of community engagement in reaching
waste targets (Objective 1).This reflects the Council’s commitment to sustained community engagement building
on previous initiatives which have aimed to reduce food waste and junk mail, encourage home composting, the use
of reusable nappies and the reuse of books and clothes.  The Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
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(DEFRA) aims to publish a Waste Prevention Programme for England by December 2013, following the
Household Waste Prevention review. It is understood that the Council has committed to integrating the framework
into the strategy to deliver best practice.

The target would have minor positive effects on two SEA Objectives: maximising resource efficiency (Objective 5)
and increasing re-use rates (Objective 10). Uncertainties remain against four SEA Objectives mainly because the
details of a preferred waste management option is yet to be determined, the effects on frequency, method and form
of waste collection are unknown and the consequence for emissions to air and greenhouse gas emissions are
unclear.

Target 2

‘To reduce the amount of household waste not reused, recycled or composted by the residents of
Westminster to 225kg per capita by 2020.’

The effects of the target have been assessed as significantly positive against three of 14 SEA Objectives.
Community engagement is likely to be significantly increased (Objective 1) as outlined above.  Reducing the
amount of residual household waste to 225kg would mean reducing residual waste by 18 per cent, when compared
to the 2009/2010 figure of 274.4 kg per capita which is assessed as having a significant effect on the use of natural
resources reduced (Objective 5). Furthermore, it is likely that waste production will be reduced and materials
moved up in the waste hierarchy (Objective 10).

Minor positive effects have been identified against two objectives, namely the reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions (Objective 4) and the mitigation of raising residual waste disposal costs (Objective 14). No negative
effects have been identified. The effect on three objectives has been identified as uncertain as the effects of effects
of a potential change in collection vehicle movements are unknown (Objective 3). Furthermore, as the detail of
preferred treatment/disposal option is unknown at this stage, the effects on Objectives 8 and 9 from changes in the
frequency, duration, distance and nature of vehicle movements are uncertain.

Target 3

‘To maximise the reuse of municipal waste.’

Significant positive effects have been identified against two of the SEA Objectives. The Council has identified a
number of measures which are likely to result in significant community engagement (Objective 1). Maximising re-
use of municipal waste would place materials higher up the in the waste hierarchy and could result in a reduction of
waste production (Objective 10).

The target would have minor positive effects on five SEA Objectives through the reduction of waste offences
(Objective 2), the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions and consumption of natural resources (Objectives 4 and
5), improving air quality (Objective 8) and mitigating waste disposal costs (Objective 14). Negative effects against
the SEA Objectives have not been identified. Uncertainties mainly associated with transport remain on the SEA
Objectives 3 and 9.
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Target 4

‘To achieve a municipal recycling rate of 30 per cent by 2020, 35 per cent by 2025 and 40 per cent by 2031.’

Significantly positive effects have been assessed against two objectives: community engagement (Objective 1) and
the economic benefits for the Council (Objective 14). Based on current costs, increasing municipal recycled rates is
likely to have a significant positive effect on Objective 14 as it would mitigate against raising waste disposal costs.
Current figures from WRAP show that gate fees at landfills range from £66 to £121, whilst fees for Mechanical
Biological Treatment (MBT) range from £66 to £82 and fees for Energy from Waste (EfW) are between £32 and
£126. The disposal of materials at recovery facilities for recycling is more cost effective and can bring profit as
disposal fees for contracts starting in 2012 or later range from -£40 to £13.

Minor positive effects on the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions and the use of natural resources (Objectives 4
and 5) as well as an increase in recycling (Objective 10) has been identified. Uncertainties remain against three
objectives mainly resulting from the unknown changes in transport requirements (Objectives 3, 8 and 9).

Target 5

‘To encourage all commercial organisations in Westminster to recycle.’

A potentially significant positive effect has been identified against the reduction of produced waste and increased
recycling (Objective 10).

The target would have minor positive effects on two SEA Objectives: the reduction of green house gas emissions
(Objective 4) and maximising resource efficiency (Objective 5). The effect of the target on four objectives is
uncertain. Uncertainties result from the unknown effects on transport (Objectives 3, 8 and 9) as well as economic
development of the commercial waste market sector (Objective 14).

Target 6

‘To maximise diversion of biodegradable municipal waste from landfill to meet national and regional
targets.’

Organic waste constitutes 33,000 tonnes (19 per cent) of the total municipal waste stream and its full diversion
from landfill and treatment could have significant effects. Significant positive effects have been assessed against
five SEA Objectives, namely community engagement (Objective 1), reduction of greenhouse gas emissions and the
use of natural resources (Objectives 4 and 5), reduce amounts of waste going to landfill (Objective 10) and
associated economic benefits (Objective 14). It is understood that the Council envisages the treatment of kitchen
waste through technologies such as in-vessel composting (IVC), thermophilic aerobic digestion (TAD) and
anaerobic digestion (AD). These technologies generally help to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (Objective 1), can
produce forms of renewable energy such as biogas (Objective 5) and diversion will clearly reduce the amount of
waste going to landfill (Objective 10).
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Uncertainties remain against three objectives mainly resulting from the unknown changes in transport requirements
(Objectives 3, 8 and 9).

Target 7

‘To minimise the environmental impact of managing Westminster’s municipal waste.’

Significant positive effects have been identified against one objective, namely the reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions (Objective 4).

The target has been assessed as having minor positive effects on communities (Objective 1), health and well-being
(Objective 3), increase in resource efficiency (Objective 5) as well as the reduction of waste arisings (Objective 10)
and economic diversity (Objective 14). Uncertainties against two objectives related to the emission of key
pollutants (Objective 8) and numbers in HGV movements (Objective 9).

Target 8

‘To meet the national recovery target of 67 per cent by 2015 and 75 per cent by 2020.’

Significant positive effects are expected on the GHG emissions objective as the target would not only promote
methods which would lower the amount of waste going to landfill, but it may also help to implement recovery
methods such as anaerobic digestion that would help offset GHG emissions.

Minor positive effects are expected against Objective 1 (Community Engagement), 5 (Use of Resources) and 14
(Economy). The majority of effects expected on the sustainability objectives as a result of this target though would
be neutral as no discernible effect was identified. Accordingly, neutral effects are expected against Objective 2
(Crime), Objective 3 (Health and Well-being), Objective 6 (Flood Risk), Objective 7 (Biodiversity), Objective 8
(Air Quality), Objective 10 (Waste), Objective 11 (Historic Environment), Objective 12 (Public Realm) and
Objective 13 (Open Space). Although it would seem that positive effects should be expected under Objective 10
(Waste), the target would not promote a shift in current waste disposal, as more than 90% of MSW collected in
Westminster is already recovered.  No negative effects, significant or minor are expected as a result of the
implementation of this objective.

Target 9

“To maximise the treatment of waste within Greater London where practical to do so.”

No significant positive effects were identified with this target.

Minor positive effects have been identified against three objectives: The reduction of greenhouse gas emissions and
resource consumption (Objectives 4 and 5) as well incorporating the proximity principle into waste treatment
(Objective 9). The effect of the target has been assessed as uncertain on two objectives (Objectives 3 and 8) it is
possible that treatment within Greater London could result in increased emissions of key pollutants in AQMAs
which are currently not affected by the waste management activities of WCC.



Draft - See Disclaimer
56

© AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited
September 2013

6.2.1 Conclusion

The 9 targets of the draft MWMS were assessed to determine the effect they would have on the achievement of the
SEA objectives. The results of the assessment indicate that the MWMS targets would have a mix of positive (both
significant and minor), neutral and uncertain effects on the SEA objectives. No negative effects were identified at
this stage.

Mitigation Measures

The community engagement strategies identified to support the achievement of Targets 1 and 2 could be extended
to support the achievement of Target 6 (the diversion of biodegradable municipal waste from landfill) with specific
programmes developed to gain the level of participation necessary from residents and the commercial sector in
order for the ambition targets to be met.

6.3 Assessment of Residual Waste Treatment Options

6.3.1 Preferred Approach

This section presents a summary of the key environmental, social and economic issues that the preferred approach
for the treatment of residual waste under the MWMS would be likely to have. The full assessments is contained in
Appendix E.

The preferred approach of the MWMS is Option 5. Under this option, kitchen waste would be treated at an
Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently under construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the
London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste would be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated
Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark. Residual waste would be delivered to
the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility
directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station. A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be
accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire. In addition, Incinerator Bottom Ash
would be recycled into aggregate for use in construction. Table 6.2 summarises the results of the assessment of the
preferred approach against the SEA Objectives.
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Table 6.2 Summary of the assessment of the Preferred Approach for the Treatment of Residual Waste
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Option 5: AD and Energy from Waste (EfW)
(with CHP) + 0 0 + + 0 0 0 -/? + 0 0 0 +
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Under this option, no significant positive effects have been identified at this stage; however, there are a number of
minor positive effects that could become significant if successfully implemented. For example, kitchen waste from
50,000 residential properties and 4,000 commercial properties would have to be collected separately. This would
represent a considerable change in behaviour by residents and sustained participation would be required. It is likely
that in order to achieve this participation, sustained and elevated levels of community engagement would be
required. A particular focus would be needed to reach some members of the community, such as areas of high
linguistic and cultural diversity, or areas with high population turnover. The nature of the waste stream and the
scale of the ambition represent considerable challenges for the Council; however, if achieved would represent a
significant benefit to the community.

In addition to community engagement, minor positive effects would be expected on GHG emissions, use of natural
resources, waste and economy objectives. The separate collection and treatment of kitchen waste at an AD facility
would be likely to help offset emissions (compared with current operations) and also help produce valuable outputs
than would reduce the demand on virgin materials or non-renewable fuels. In addition, treating waste at an AD
facility and an EfW facility would help protect the Council against rising landfill costs.

Neutral effects have been expected on several of the objectives, including: crime; health and well-being; flood risk;
biodiversity; air quality; historic environment; public realm; and open space. It is understood that treatment of
wastes at large facilities can give rise to health concerns; however, in both cases, the AD plant and SELCHP, there
is no evidence of effects:

 The Odour Impact Assessment for the AD plant in Dagenham31 noted that the facility would be fully
enclosed within an odour extracted building envelope and all potentially odorous materials associated
with the AD plant will be held in covered and odour extracted tanks, with the exception of the
digestion reaction vessels which will be sealed to facilitate gas production and collection. The
Assessment concluded that highest predicted odour impact at any of the identified discrete receptors is
a 98th percentile hourly mean odour concentration of 0.5 ouE/m3.This is well below the precautionary
1.5 ouE/m3 benchmark suggested in Environment Agency guidance.

 The SELCHP facility complies with Industrial Emissions Directive (Directive 2010/75/EU).  Data
publicly available for emissions from the SELCHP facility for August 2013 indicate that all regulated
emissions were below the permitted output level32.  A previous study concluded that pollution around
the site of the facility appears mainly to be due to vehicular activity and that most measured pollutant
levels (e.g. SO2, dioxins and furans) were low when compared to published data for other monitoring
sites around the London area.

A mixed score of uncertain/minor negative has been predicted for the HGV movement objective as although most
waste would be treated in London, the collection of kitchen waste may result in additional collections of MSW.

31
ADAS (2010) An Odour Impact Assessment of the Proposed TEG InVessel Composting and Anaerobic Digestion Facility at Choats

Road, Dagenham

32
http://www.selchp.co.uk/your-waste/waste-from-local-authorities/our-emissions/
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6.4 Assessment of Reasonable Alternatives for the Treatment of
Residual Waste

This section presents a summary of the key environmental, social and economic issues that the reasonable
alternatives for the treatment of residual waste would be likely to have. Table 6.3 summarises the results of the
assessment of options against the SEA Objectives. The full assessments are contained in Appendix E.
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Table 6.3 Summary of the Assessment of Reasonable Alternatives of the MWMS
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Option 1: Energy from Waste (EfW) 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 -/+ + 0 0 0 +

Option 2: Anaerobic Digestion (AD), Mechanical
Biological Treatment (MBT)/Refuse-Derived
Fuel (RDF) (United Kingdom)

+ 0 0 + + 0 0 0 -/+ + 0 0 0 +

Option 3: AD, RDF/Solid Recoverable Fuel
(SRF), EfW (Europe) + 0 0 + +/- 0 0 0 -/+ + 0 0 0 +

Option 4: AD and EfW (no Combined Heat and
Power (CHP)) + 0 0 + + 0 0 0 - + 0 0 0 +

Option 6: In-Vessel Composting (IVC) and EfW + 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 - + 0 0 0 +
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Option 1

‘Energy from Waste (EfW)’

No significant positive effects are expected under this option.

Minor positive effects would be likely to occur on the waste, economy and natural resources objectives as the
option would help the Council meet some of the Mayor’s waste targets and also reduce the use of raw materials by
producing aggregate for construction works. In addition, the option would help to protect the Council against high
residual costs of sending waste to landfill, as most waste would be incinerated under the option. A mixed score of
minor positive and minor negative is expected for the HGV movements objective as although the option would
ensure that the majority of waste is treated in London, some waste would still be transported a long distance
(Buckinghamshire). Neutral effects are predicted against the majority of objectives under this option. These
objectives include: community engagement, crime, health, flood risk, GHG emissions, historic environment, public
realm, and open space. No significant negative have been identified under this option.

Option 2

‘Anaerobic Digestion (AD), Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT)/Refuse-Derived Fuel (RDF) (United
Kingdom)’

No significant positive effects are expected under this option.

Minor positive effects have been identified on the community engagement target as a result of the introduction of
kitchen waste collection services. In addition, the subsequent treatment of kitchen waste at an AD facility would
help offset total GHG emissions associated with waste management in Westminster. As a result, a minor positive
effect has been identified against the GHG objective. The outputs generated by treatment under this objective
would also have positive effects on the use of natural resources objective.  Neutral effects are predicted for the
majority of objectives including: flood risk; health and well-being; crime; air quality; biodiversity; historic
environment; and open space.  Similar to Option 1, a mixed effect is expected against the HGV objective as
although most waste would be treated in London, the option would probably involve additional HGV movements
and of a longer distance. No other negative effects, minor or significant, have been identified.

Option 3

‘AD, RDF/Solid Recoverable Fuel (SRF), EfW (Europe)’

No significant positive effects are expected under this option.

Minor positive effects have been predicted for the community engagement, GHG emissions, waste and economic
growth targets. Similar to the other options, a wide range of neutral effects are expected on several objectives,
including: crime: health and well-being; flood risk; biodiversity; air quality; historic environment; public realm and
open space. A mixed score of minor positive and minor negative has been predicted on two objectives: natural
resources and HGV movements. With regard to the former, although the option would create valuable outputs,



Draft - See Disclaimer
62

© AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited
September 2013

these would primarily be exported to the UK.  In addition, although most waste would be treated in London, it is
likely more journeys would be undertaken that under present operations and journeys would be of a longer
distance.

Option 4

‘AD and EfW (no Combined Heat and Power (CHP))’

No significant positive effects are expected under this option.

Under this option, minor positive effects would be expected on the community engagement objective.  In addition,
the option would be likely to result in less GHG emissions than under current operations and a minor positive effect
would therefore be expected on the GHG objective. The use of AD in addition to EfW would help create valuable
outputs that would reduce the demand on raw materials and natural resources and as a result a minor positive effect
is also expected on the use of resources objective. In addition, the cost of sending waste to EfW and AD facilities
would help the Council avoid high landfill gate fees and taxes and a positive effect has been predicted on the
economy objective. Neutral effects have been expected on several of the objectives, including: crime; health and
well-being; flood risk; biodiversity; air quality; historic environment; public realm; and open space. A negative
effect has been expected on the HGV movement objective as the majority of waste would be treated at an
incinerator that is almost twice the distance from the incinerator that is currently used. No other negative effect,
minor or significant have been predicted

Option 6

‘IVC and EfW”

No significant positive effects are expected under this option.

Under this option, minor positive effects would be expected on the community engagement objective.  In addition,
the option would be likely to result in less GHG emissions than under current operations and a minor positive effect
would therefore be expected on the GHG objective. The use of IVC in addition to EfW would help create valuable
outputs that would reduce the demand on raw materials and natural resources and as a result a minor positive effect
is also expected on the use of resources objective. In addition, the cost of sending waste to EfW and IVC facilities
would help the Council avoid high landfill gate fees and taxes and a positive effect has been predicted on the
economy objective. Neutral effects have been expected on several of the objectives, including: crime, health and
well-being, flood risk, biodiversity, air quality, historic environment, public realm and open space. A negative
effect has been expected on the HGV movements objective as the kitchen waste would be transported to Kent to be
treated.

6.4.1 Conclusion

The assessment for the reasonable alternatives to the preferred option has indicated that for most options, the
effects on the SEA objectives would not be dissimilar to the effects predicted for the preferred treatment option.
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Accordingly, no significant effects (positive or negative) have been identified. Minor positive effects would
generally be expected on the community engagement, GHG emissions, use of natural resources, waste and
economy objective. A wide range of neutral effects have been expected across several of the SEA objectives.
Adverse effects have been limited to the HGV movements objective. This would be likely to occur for options
which involve the transportation of waste outside of London, or over long distances.

Mitigation Measures

The potential for negative effects identified through the assessment are associated with vehicle movements required
for the collection and disposal of separate waste streams and relate to potential increases in vehicle emissions and
effects in AQMAs. Mitigation measures applicable to all reasonable alternatives have been identified through the
assessment of these options. It is suggested that measures which would support the requirements of London’s Low
Emission Zone (LEZ) such as Euro IV standard vehicles, catalytic converters and particulate traps as well as ultra-
low sulphur diesel vehicles should be used on the kitchen waste collection service fleet. These measures could help
to reduce emissions of pollutants and minimise any effects on human health. Noise emitted from collection may be
difficult to minimise due to operational and safety reasons, however, it noise generated at facilities may be reduce
through design features.

6.5 Cumulative, Synergistic and Indirect Effects

6.5.1 Cumulative Effects Arising from the Targets and Preferred Approach of the
MWMS

Table 6.4 presents the assessment of the cumulative effects of targets and preferred approach for the treatment of
residual waste of the MWMS.

Table 6.4 Summary of the Cumulative Effects of the MWMS Targets and Preferred Approach
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Approach

The cumulative effects arising from the implementation of the MWMS Targets and the Preferred Approach for the
treatment of residual waste would generally amplify positive effects. This is generally as a result of the wider remit
of the MWMS Targets. For instance, the targets would have a significant positive effect on the community
engagement objective as they would encourage residents and businesses to perform several functions (such as
recycling more, producing less waste, etc). The collection of kitchen waste under the Preferred Approach would
further increase the likelihood of residents helping the Council to meet waste targets. Neutral cumulative effects
have been identified on the air quality and HGV movements objective.

6.5.2 Cumulative Effects Arising from other Plans and Programmes

The draft MWMS sit within the context of a number of other plans and programmes, both within a regional and
national level. This includes the following, for example:

 Mayor of London (2011) London’s Wasted Resource - the Mayor’s Municipal Waste Management
Strategy;

 Defra (2011) Waste Review Action plan 201;

 London Borough of Brent (2010) Core Strategy;

 City of London (2011) Core Strategy.

The cumulative effects arising from the interaction of the policies with other plans and programmes have been
assessed to ensure that significant cumulative effects on the Westminster area are considered.  No significant
negative effects have been identified. Although no adverse effects have been identified on the air quality or HGV
movement objectives, it is likely that increasing recycling and composting rates would lead to an overall increase in
vehicle movements in the London area. However any adverse effects arising from this could be mitigated against
by the use of low emissions vehicle and other measures which reduce pollutants.
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7. Conclusion and Recommendations

7.1 Key Conclusions Emerging from the Assessment

7.1.1 Objectives and Targets

The draft MWMS is underpinned by 16 objectives. These objectives have been tested against the 14 SEA
objectives in order to ascertain their compatibility. The results of this assessment indicated all the objectives were
either compatible with the SEA objectives or there was no direct relationship with the SEA objective and the
MWMS objective.  The SEA objectives that were compatible with most of the MWMS objectives include the GHG
emissions objective, the use of natural resources and energy objective, the waste objective and the economy
objective. All of the MWMS objectives had no direct relationship with a number of the SEA objectives, including
the historic environment objective, the public realm objective and the open space objective.

Objective 13 (to treat as much waste as possible within Greater London) was assessed as having an uncertain effect
on two of the SEA objectives, the health and well being objective and the air quality objective. This is as a result of
the additional HGV movements may occur in London and the potential emissions that may arise from waste
management facilities that are accepting or treating waste collected in Westminster.

The 9 targets of the draft MWMS were also assessed to determine the effect they would have on the achievement of
the SEA objectives. The results of the assessment indicate that the MWMS targets would have a mix of positive
(both significant and minor), neutral and uncertain effects on the SEA objectives. No negative effects were
identified at this stage. Similar to the assessment of the MWMS objectives, the majority of MWMS targets were
assessed as having an uncertain effect on the health and well being, air quality, and HGV movements objectives.

Several targets were assessed as having a neutral effect on a number of SEA objectives, including the crime
objective, the flood risk objective, the biodiversity objective, the historic environment objective, the public realm
objective and the open space objective.  The MWMS targets would have positive effects, including significantly
positive on several of the SEA objectives including the community engagement objective, the GHG emissions
objective, the use of natural resources objective, the waste objective and the economy objective.

7.1.2 Preferred Treatment Options and Alternatives

The preferred option in the draft MWMS for the treatment of residual waste has been assessed as having a mix of
minor positive or neutral effects on the SEA objectives. No significant effects, either positive or negative have been
identified. Positive effects would be likely on the community engagement, GHG emissions, use of natural
resources, waste and economy objectives. A mixed effect of uncertain/minor negative has been predicted for the
HGV movements objective as option may result in additional vehicle movements and would involve treating waste
as locations which are further from Westminster than under current operations.
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The assessment for the reasonable alternatives to the preferred option has indicated that for most options, the
effects on the SEA objectives would not be dissimilar to the effects predicted for the preferred treatment option.
Accordingly, no significant effects (positive or negative) have been identified. Minor positive effects would
generally be expected on the community engagement, GHG emissions, use of natural resources, waste and
economy objective. A wide range of neutral effects have been expected across several of the SEA objectives.
Adverse effects have been limited to the HGV movements objective. This would be likely to occur for options
which involve the transportation of waste outside of London, or over long distances (such as for example, Kent). In
addition, the introduction of kitchen waste collection services may alter the amount of HGV movements, although
this cannot be predicted at this stage.

The similarity of effects across the residual waste treatment options, including the preferred approach, can
primarily be explained by a number of factors including:

 Waste management facilities are subject to strict Environmental Permitting Controls and therefore
adverse effects on human health and well-being would not be expected

 All options seek to divert the vast majority of waste away from landfill and therefore will help the
Council avoid high landfill disposal costs

 Most options involve the composting of kitchen waste which, in conjunction with Energy from Waste,
will help the Council reduce GHG emissions, met some of the Mayor’s waste targets and help reduce
the demand on raw materials and natural resources

 Treatment options for residual MSW typically at facilities in urban areas that are already
constructed/operational would not be expected to have significant effects on a number of the SEA
objectives, such as open space, historic environment, flood risk and crime.

 The assessment of the residual waste treatment options has demonstrated than no significant effects,
either positive or negative would be expected on the SEA objectives. Overall, most option are likely to
have similar effects on the environment. Option 5 may be considered to perform the best, when
compared to other options, however as this difference is not considerable, it is likely that the decision
making process to chose the preferred approach would depend on other factors.

7.2 Key Recommendations Emerging from the Assessment
There are a number of areas where the draft targets and preferred option could be revised to produce an improved
performance against the sustainability appraisal objectives. These include:

 Target 1 could be redrafted to ensure clear alignment with the Mayor’s target for a 20% reduction in
the amount of waste produced by each household per year by 2020.

 Target 9 could be redrafted to aim to maximum treatment of waste as close as possible to Westminster
where practicable to do so, rather than within Greater London. This could potentially have a positive
effect on the HGV movements objective or air quality. However with this redrafting, it is not
anticipated that waste would be treated in Westminster, due to the lack of existing treatment facilities.
Given the land use patterns in Westminster, it is also unlikely that new facilities would be constructed
in Westminster.
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 Objective 14 could be redrafted to include a specific reference to emphasis low carbon options. This
would be consistent with the Mayor’s Strategy and provide a context for the EPS and Carbon Intensity
Floor.

 Measures which would support the requirements of London’s Low Emission Zone (LEZ) such as Euro
IV standard vehicles, catalytic converters and particulate traps as well as ultra-low sulphur diesel
vehicles should be used on the kitchen waste collection service fleet. These measures could help to
reduce emissions of pollutants and minimise any effects on human health.

7.3 Monitoring
It is a requirement of the SEA regulations to establish how the significant effects of implementing the MWMS will
be monitored. Regulation 17 (2) of the SEA regulations specifically states that, where appropriate, existing
monitoring arrangements may be used to assess the success of the appropriate plan in achieving its objectives. It
does not require that targets be developed for the SEA itself.  As the ODPM Guidance (ODPM, 2005) notes, it is
not necessary to monitor everything, or monitor an effect indefinitely.  Instead, monitoring needs to be focused on
significant effects.

Monitoring the adopted MWMS can help to answer questions such as:

 Were the SEA’s predictions of environmental effects accurate?

 Are mitigation measures performing as well as expected?

 Are there any adverse effects? Are these within acceptable limits, or is remedial action desirable?

Appendix C identifies a number of potential indicators that could be used for monitoring the impacts of the draft
MWMS.  The list contains a number of indicators which are already in common use by the Council and other
sources (e.g. the Environment Agency and Defra).

7.4 The Next Steps
The SEA Regulations require the draft MWMS to be issued along with an Environmental Report to the statutory
consultation bodies and other organisations as well as ‘members of the public who are affected or likely to be
affected by, or have an interest in the decisions involved in the assessment and adoption of the plan or programme
concerned.’

The Environmental Report builds on the information in the SEA Scoping Report and sets out the potential
environmental, economic and social effects associated with the reasonable alternatives for managing waste in
Westminster.

Consultation is important to ensure that any potentially interested organisations or members of the public have the
opportunity to consider the assessment findings. It provides an opportunity for consultees to provide comment on
whether we have identified the most relevant potential effects, or whether there are other potential effects that have
not been identified in the assessment.
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Whilst we are keen to hear any comments you have about the content of this Environmental Report, the following
two questions are particularly important:

Question 1:
Does the assessment set out in this SEA Environmental Report describe the most relevant potential effects of the
reasonable alternatives?

Question 2:
Do you think that there are other potential effects that should have been identified that would affect the choice of
the preferred option?

The consultation period for the SEA Environmental Report will run for XX weeks from XX (WESTMINSTER
CITY COUNCIL TO CONFIRM DATES. Please provide comments via e-mail or post to:

Phil Robson,
Waste and Recycling Manager
Westminster City Council
64 Victoria Street
Westminster
London
SW1E 6QP
E-mail: aveal@westminster.gov.uk

7.5 Quality Assurance
The ODPM SEA Guidance contains a Quality Assurance checklist to help ensure that the requirements of the SEA
Directive are met and this is shown in Appendix A.
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Appendix A
Quality Assurance



Draft - See Disclaimer

© AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited
September 2013



Draft - See Disclaimer
A1

© AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited
September 2013

Quality Assurance Checklist

Objectives and Context

The plan’s or programme’s purpose and objectives are made clear. The purpose of the dMWMS is set out in Section 1.2
of this report.
The objectives and targets of the dMWMS are set out
in Section 2.4Error! Reference source not found.

Environmental issues and constraints, including international and EC environmental
protection objectives, are considered in developing objectives and targets.

Sustainability issues are identified in Section 3.2.2
and Table 3.3 of this report. These issues are outlined
in more detail in the recently issued Scoping Report.
Objectives of other relevant plans and programmes
were considered in the SEA Scoping Report and
Environmental Report of the dMWMS and updated
Table 3.1 of this report.

SEA objectives, where used, are clearly set out and linked to indicators and targets
where appropriate.

Objectives are set out in Table 4.1 this report.
Possible indicators for monitoring are identified in
Appendix C.

Links with other related plans, programmes and policies are identified and explained. Plans and programmes are identified and included in
Table 3.1 of this report.

Conflicts that exist between SEA objectives, between SEA and plan objectives and
between SEA objectives and other plan objectives are identified and described.

Conflicts between the SEA objectives and the
Reasonable Alternatives have been identified in the
appraisal matrices included in Appendix D and
Appendix E.

Scoping

Consultation Bodies are consulted in appropriate ways and at appropriate times on the
content and scope of the Environmental Report.

Statutory consultees were consulted on the Scoping
Report for the SEA of the dMWMS for a period of 5
weeks starting in August 2013. The consultation
responses are included in Appendix B.

The assessment focuses on significant issues. Key sustainability issues are identified in Section
3.2.2 and Table 3.3 of this report, which have assisted
in focussing on the significant issues in the
assessment.

Technical, procedural and other difficulties encountered are discussed; assumptions
and uncertainties are made explicit.

These are made clear throughout the report where
appropriate. Section 4.6 highlights specific difficulties
encountered during the assessments.

Reasons are given for eliminating issues from further consideration. All SEA topics are covered.

Alternatives

Reasonable Alternatives are considered for key issues, and the reasons for choosing
them are documented.

Reasonable Alternatives are set out in Table 2.2. The
options were assessed as set out in Section 6 and
Assessment of of this report.

Alternatives include ‘do minimum’ and/or ‘business as usual’ scenarios wherever
relevant.

A ‘do minimum’ and/or ‘business as usual’ scenario is
not appropriate for the dMWMS due to the changing
context of waste management and the statutory
requirements to reduce waste to landfill.

The environmental effects (both adverse and beneficial) of each alternative are
identified and compared.

This is included in Section 6 and Appendix D of this
report.

Inconsistencies between the alternatives and other relevant plans, programmes or
policies are identified and explained.

No inconsistencies were identified.

Reasons are given for selection or elimination of alternatives. Conclusions and recommendations resulting from this
assessment are given in Section 7.

Baseline Information
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Quality Assurance Checklist

Relevant aspects of the current state of the environment and their likely evolution
without the plan or programme are described.

The current state of the environment and predicted
future baseline is set out in Section 3.2 of this report.

Characteristics of areas likely to be significantly affected are described, including
areas wider than the physical boundary of the plan area where it is likely to be affected
by the plan where applicable.

The current state of the environment and predicted
future baseline is set out in Section 3.2 of this report.

Difficulties such as deficiencies in information or methods are explained. See Section 4.6 and comment made through the
report where appropriate.

Prediction and Evaluation of Likely Significant Environmental Effects

Likely significant social, environmental and economic effects are identified, including
those listed in the SEA Directive (biodiversity, population, human health, fauna, flora,
soil, water, air, climate factors, material assets, cultural heritage and landscape), as
relevant.

Section 6 presents the assessment of the
sustainability performance of the targets and
Reasonable Alternatives set out in the dMWMS. This
is set out in matrixes included in Appendix D and
Appendix E.

Both positive and negative effects are considered, and the duration of effects (short,
medium or long-term) is addressed.

Positive and negative effects are considered within
Section 6, Appendix D and Appendix E of this
assessment. Short-, medium or long-term effects are
identified in the commentary, where applicable.

Likely secondary, cumulative and synergistic effects are identified where practicable. Likely secondary, cumulative and synergistic effects
are identified in the assessment commentary, where
appropriate. This is summarised in Section 6.5.1 and
within the cumulative effects matrix (Table 6.4).

Inter-relationships between effects are considered where practicable. Inter-relationships between effects are identified in the
assessment commentary, where appropriate
(including the cumulative effects Table 6.4).

The prediction and evaluation of effects makes use of relevant accepted standards,
regulations, and thresholds.

These are identified in the commentary, where
appropriate.

Methods used to evaluate the effects are described. The methodology is described in Section 4.

Mitigation Measures

Measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and offset any significant adverse effects of
implementing the plan or programme are indicated.

Mitigation measures are identified within the
assessment matrix (Appendix D and Appendix E)
and summarised in Section 6.

Issues to be taken into account in project consents are identified. These are identified in the commentary, and within the
key conclusions and recommendations (Section 7)

The Environmental Report

Is clear and concise in its layout and presentation. The SEA Environmental Report is clear and concise.

Uses simple, clear language and avoids or explains technical terms. The report uses accessible language wherever
possible. A Non-Technical summary is included.

Uses maps and other illustrations where appropriate. Maps and illustrations have been utilised in the report
where appropriate.

Explains the methodology used. The method used is set out in the report in Section 4.

Explains who was consulted and what methods of consultation were used. The consultation process on the Environmental
Report is described in Section 7.4. Consultation
responses to the SEA Scoping Report are included in
Appendix B.

Identifies sources of information, including expert judgement and matters of opinion. Sources of information are included throughout the
report.

Contains a non-technical summary covering the overall approach to the SEA, the
objectives of the plan, the main options considered, and any changes to the plan

A Non-Technical Summary has been included as part
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Quality Assurance Checklist

resulting from the SEA. of the report.

Consultation

The SEA is consulted on as an integral part of the plan-making process. The previously issued SEA Scoping Report was
consulted upon and responses to these are included
in this Environmental Report (Appendix B).

Consultation Bodies and the public likely to be affected by, or having an interest in, the
plan or programme are consulted in ways and at times which give them an early and
effective opportunity within appropriate time frames to express their opinions on the
draft plan and Environmental Report.

Consultation on the dMWMS and this Environmental
Report will be undertaken by the Westminster City
Council for X weeks, starting X.

Decision-making and Information on the Decision

The environmental report and the opinions of those consulted are taken into account
in finalising and adopting the plan or programme.

Changes will be made should the undertaken
consultation process suggest that this is necessary.

An explanation is given of how they have been taken into account. N/A

Reasons are given for choosing the plan or programme as adopted, in the light of
other reasonable alternatives considered.

The assessment of the Reasonable Alternatives
informs the key conclusions and recommendations in
Section 7.

Monitoring Measures

Measures proposed for monitoring are clear, practicable and linked to the indicators
and objectives used in the SEA.

Potential indicators for monitoring are set out in
Appendix C.

Monitoring is used, where appropriate, during implementation of the plan or
programme to make good deficiencies in baseline information in the SEA.

N/A

Monitoring enables unforeseen adverse effects to be identified at an early stage.
(These effects may include predictions which prove to be incorrect.)

The suggestions for monitoring made in Appendix
Care for WCC to act on, with monitoring taking place
following implementation of the MWMS.

Proposals are made for action in response to significant adverse effects. Mitigation measures are identified within the
assessment matrix (Appendix D and Appendix E)
and summarised in Section 6.
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Appendix B
SEA Scoping Report Consultation Responses
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Consultee Summary of Response Action Taken

English Heritage Declined to make comment No action undertaken
Natural England Declined to make comment No action undertaken

Environment Agency Plans and Programmes
Request to include the Industrial Emissions Directive instead of the
Waste Incineration Directive

The Industrial Emissions Directive was added to the list of plans and
programmes reviewed.

MWMS Targets
Request to change some the Targets of the draft MWMS in order to
align them with the targets the Mayor has set out in London
Municipal Waste Management Strategy.

The Council reviewed the targets and issued an updated version of
the Targets of the draft MWMS to AMEC. Accordingly, Target 6 was
amended from:
“To maximise diversion of biodegradable municipal waste from
landfill to exceed 2020 targets” to
“To maximize diversion of biodegradable municipal waste from
landfill to meet national and regional targets”

MWMS Residual Waste Treatment Options
The EA expressed the view that the options were generally
appropriate and include the major options for the treatment and
disposal of the kitchen and residual waste fractions.
It was requested that some of the option heading descriptions be
changed in order to avoid any confusion as to what treatment
exactly each option entails.

The Council reviewed the Option description headings and issued
an updated version to AMEC. The changes include:

 Option 2 was changed from: “MBT/RDF (in UK)” to “AD,
MBT/RDF (UK) and Landfill”

 Option 3 was changed from: “SRF (Europe)/ EfW (with
CHP) to “AD, SRF, EfW (Europe)”

 Option 4 was changed from “EfW (no CHP)” to “AD and
EfW (no CHP)”

 Option 5 was changed from “EfW (no CHP)” to “AD and
EfW (with CHP)”

 Option 6 was changes from “EfW and Windrow” to “IVC
and EfW”
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Possible Indicators for Monitoring
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Objective Indicator Source of Information Commentary/Review
Timescale

1. To create cohesive, inclusive
and safe communities,
sufficiently engaged to support
reaching waste targets.

Householdwaste arisings and
amount of waste re-used,
recycled or recovered.

Westminster City Council Monitoring of waste arisings and
composition from different
streams as well as disposal
routes is currently in place.
Annual review

Participation numbers and
feedback on reduction activities
aimed at increasing awareness
and stimulating engagement.

Westminster City Council Liaison with independent
organisations and participants
required.
Review as appropriate.

2. To reduce crime and fear of
crime.

Number of reported waste
offences, such as fly-tipping
actions.

Westminster City Council Annual review.

3. To promote and improve
health and well-being.

Number of nuisance related
complaints made by residents.

Westminster City Council Annual review.

Number of vehicle movements as
well as type of vehicles required
by the implementation of the
strategy.

Westminster City Council
Waste contractors

Determining vehicle types,
movements and routes (including
nature of routes, e.g. congestion
etc.) would allow for
uncomplicated modelling of
emissions (NOx, PM2.5 and PM10)
through which contributions
resulting from waste
management could be defined.
Review as appropriate when
changes in vehicle movements
and fleet are made.

Emissions from waste
management facilities.

Waste facility operators and the
Environment Agency

Technological changes may
result in improved emissions.
Review as appropriate.

4. To reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and support climate
change adapation.

Carbon emissions associated
with waste treatment option.

Greater London Authority
Greenhouse Gas Calculator for
Municipal Waste

Periodic modelling of greenhouse
gas emissions with actual waste
figures to identify contribution
associated with waste treatment.

5. To reduce use of natural
resources, e.g. energy.

Amount of waste treated through
methods which allow for energy
recovery/generation (e.g. EfW,
AD, MBT, RDF).

Westminster City Council Amounts of energy
recovered/renewable energy
derived from waste
Annual review.

Amount of waste re-used,
recycled or recovered.

Westminster City Council Indication for resource efficiency.
Annual review.

6. To minimise flood risk, protect
surface and grounwater quality.

Number of water contamination
incidents from waste treatment.

Waste facility operators
Environment Agency

Annual review.

7. To protect, enhancence and
create environmenta that
encourage and support
biodiversity.

Number of contamination
incidents from waste treatment.

Waste facility operators
Environment Agency

Annual review.
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Objective Indicator Source of Information Commentary/Review
Timescale

8. To improve air quality. Number of vehicle movements as
well as type of vehicles required
by the implementation of the
strategy.

Westminster City Council
Waste contractors

Determining vehicle types,
movements and routes (including
nature of routes, e.g. congestion
etc.) would allow for
uncomplicated modelling of
emissions (NOx, PM2.5 and PM10)
through which contributions
resulting from waste
management could be defined.
Review as appropriate when
changes in vehicle movements
and fleet are made.

Emissions from waste
management facilities.

Waste facility operators
Environment Agency

Technological changes may
result in improved emissions.
Review as appropriate.

9. To minimise HGV movements
and ensure road safety.

Number of HGV movements
required with waste
management.

Westminster City Council
Waste contractors

Review annually.

Number of accidents associated
with management of waste.

Westminster City Council
Waste contractor

Review annually.

10. To reduce waste production
and increase re-use, recycling
and recovery of waste.

Waste arisings and amount of
waste re-used, recycled or
recovered.

Westminster City Council
Private waste management
providers

Monitoring of waste arisings and
composition from different
streams as well as disposal
routes is currently in place.
Review annually.

11. To protect and enhance the
historic envrionment and
architectural, archaeological and
cultural heritage.

Development required for
provision of waste management
which has adverse effects on
heritage.

Westminster City Council Adverse effects resulting from the
waste management strategy are
unlikely as development is not
envisaged.
Review as appropriate.

12. To enhance public realm and
street improvements.

Amount of litter collected from
public realm.

Westminster City Council Review annually.

13. To protect, enhance and seek
opportunities to increase open
space.

Amount of waste send to landfill
and subsequent required space.

Westminster City Council Private
waste management provides.

Review annually.

14. To maintain economic
diversity, increase local
opportunity and support
sustainable economic growth.

Council expenditure on waste
management.

Westminster City Council Review annually.

Income from commercial waste
sector.

Westminster City Council Review annually.
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Assessment of Targets
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Target 1: To achieve zero growth in the amount of waste produced by each household per year by 2020.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

1. To create cohesive, inclusive
and safe communities,
sufficiently engaged to support
reaching waste targets

 Will it encourage community engagement in
reaching waste targets?

 Will it support a feeling of safety in the
community?

++

Assessment of Effect:
Population forecasts show an increase in population from 224,043 (2013), to 237,981 (2021)
and 248,662 (2031). To reduce the impacts on total waste arisings from this population
increase it is necessary to reduce the amount of waste produced by each household.
The Council recognises the importance of sustained community engagement in reaching zero
growth in household waste through reduction and reuse. Previous activities have focused on
providing local residents with the knowledge, infrastructure and incentives to reduce the
quantity of waste produced. Reducing food waste and junk mail, encouraging home
composting, the use of reusable nappies and the reuse of books and clothes have been main
areas of focus in recent years.
Existing reduction activities will be continued along with the identification and introduction of
innovative schemes and incentives, which have prove successful in other comparable cities.
The Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) aims to publish a Waste
Prevention Programme for England by December 2013, following the Household Waste
Prevention review. The Council has committed to integrating the framework into the strategy to
deliver best practice.
The effect of the target has been assessed as significantly positive under the assumption that
substantial community engagement can be reached through the measures described above
and that these can address challenges described in the baseline, such as the high population
churn, high number of flats and high ethnic diversity. This will require sustained efforts and
ongoing resources throughout the implementation of the strategy.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
It has been assumed that the measures described in the strategy will be effective in
encouraging community engagement despite challenges faced.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 1: To achieve zero growth in the amount of waste produced by each household per year by 2020.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

2. To reduce crime and fear of
crime

 Will it discourage fly-tipping and other waste
offences?

 Will it encourage the provision of waste
storage space in new built residential and
commercial units?

 Will it encourage changes to existing
residential buildings which will ensure
provision of waste storage space?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is not expected to have any effect on this objective and therefore a neutral effect is
expected.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that whilst this target and the MWMS are not applicable to the objective, other
planning policy documents promote the provision of waste facilities and storage space in new
developments. These include but are not limited to the WCC Core Strategy (adopted 2011)
and in particular Policy CS43 ‘Sustainable Waste Management’ and CS27 ‘Design’.  Under
Policy CS27, it is stated that detailed design criteria will be set out in the City Management
Plan (CMP). For example Draft Policy CMP2.9 ‘Waste and Recycling Storage’ states that ‘A)
All new development where it creates additional floorspace of change of use must provide
adequate facilities for the segregation of waste and storage or recyclable materials’ and ‘B)
The council will require storage capacity that is commensurate with the proposed uses and
activities within the development, and the likely waste levels that will be produced. This will
include separation and storage provision for: 1. cooking oils and fat; 2. medical waste; and 3.
hazardous waste.’ However, it is understood that WCC decided not to take the CMP forward as
a separate document but to insert the policies and necessary supporting text into the Core
Strategy (adopted 2011) following consultation in November 2011. The changes to the Core
Strategy will be called ‘CMP Revision’ and will be incorporated into the Core Strategy (subject
to NPPF Revision) to create a single local plan for Westminster called ‘Westminster’s City Plan’
which is due for submission to the Secretary of State in 2014).
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 1: To achieve zero growth in the amount of waste produced by each household per year by 2020.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

3. To promote and improve health
and well being

 Will it minimise nuisance resulting from
odour?

 Will it minimise nuisance resulting from
noise?

 Will it avoid adverse effects on health and
well-being relating to air quality?

?

Assessment of Effect:
Achieving zero growth in the amount of waste generated per household will mitigate against
the likelihood of an increase in the number and frequency of collection vehicle movements and
associated nuisance (i.e. noise). However, the effect is likely to be countered through the
increase in total household waste arisings resulting from an increased population. Further
uncertainties result from a lack of clarity on other collection round changes which could arise
from changes in provision and frequency of the collection of segregated household wastes in
accordance with other targets which are aimed at dealing with municipal waste through
recovery and recycling.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is uncertain how collection vehicle requirements would change through this and other targets.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

4. To reduce greenhouse
emissions and support climate
change adaptation

 Will it reduce greenhouse gas emissions and
support emission targets?

 Will it promote the use of energy from
renewable sources?

 Will it be resilient to climate change and
maximise adaption?

 Will it reduce ozone depleting emissions?

?

Assessment of Effect:
The target attempts to mitigates against any increase in greenhouse gas emissions associated
with waste management.  However, it would appear unlikely that it would lead to a reduction in
emissions overall.  The target still allows for an increase in total waste arising, reflecting the
increase in the population and the number of additional households that would be formed in the
period covered by the strategy.
Greenhouse gas emissions associated with waste management will reflect the mode of
collection, the fuel efficiency of the collection vehicles and the distance travelled.  It is also
highly dependent on the composition and treatment of arising waste. Decomposition of waste
in landfills can result in the release of methane (CH4). Methane is estimated to have a global
warming potential approximately 20 to 25 times higher than carbon dioxide (CO2). Whilst other
forms of disposal such as Energy from Waste (EfW), Mechanical Recovery Facility (MRF),
Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT) and Advanced Thermal Treatment (ATT) reduce the
amount of waste going to landfill they still require outputs to be landfilled (e.g. fly ash from
EfW). Other technologies envisaged in the strategy include in-vessel composting (IVC), and
anaerobic digestion (AD). These technologies generally help to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. Treatment through AD produces biogas, a form of renewable energy which would
further support the achievement of the objective.
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Target 1: To achieve zero growth in the amount of waste produced by each household per year by 2020.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

Assumption and Uncertainties:
The effects of the target in combination with an increased population are uncertain as they are
further dependent on the treatment/disposal option taken forward by the Council, which is also
unknown at this stage of the assessment.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

5. To reduce use of natural
resources e.g. energy

 Will it maximise resource efficiency through
re-use, recycling or recovery?

 Will it reduce energy consumption?

+

Assessment of Effect:
The Council will promote re-use to support the achievement of the target. Re-use would
maximise resource efficiency and reduce energy consumption associated with the production
of further goods and waste management. Potential to achieve significant positive effects has
been identified dependent on the amount of household waste collected for recycling and
recovery.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

6. To minimise flood risk, protect
surface and groundwater quality

 Will it avoid water contamination incidents?

 Will it minimise flood risk from all sources of
flooding?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is not expected to have any effect on this objective and therefore a neutral effect is
expected.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.



5

© AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited

Target 1: To achieve zero growth in the amount of waste produced by each household per year by 2020.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

7. To protect, enhance and create
environments that encourage
and support biodiversity

 Will it minimise the risk of adverse impacts
from hazardous waste and contamination
incidents on the environment?

 Will it protect, enhance and increase
biodiversity and protect habitats? 0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is not expected to have any effect on this objective and therefore a neutral effect is
expected.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

8. To improve air quality  Will it minimise emissions of air pollutants
arising from the collection, transfer and
treatment of municipal wastes?

 Will it improve air quality?

 Will it reduce emissions of key pollutants?

?

Assessment of Effect:
Achieving zero growth in the amount of waste generated per household will mitigate increased
numbers of collection vehicle movements and associated emission of key pollutants. However,
it is still probable that there will be an increase in total household waste arisings overall
resulting from an increased population and an increased number of households forming as a
result. Changes in collection vehicle movements as well as the disposal/treatment option which
the Council will take forward is unknown. For example, emission of air pollutants are likely to
be higher under Option 3 which would transport treated waste, in form of Refuse-Derived Fuel
(RDF) or Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF) to Vlaardingen, Netherlands than under other options
where treatments would take place within London.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is uncertain how shifts/changes in collection vehicle movements will affect the objective and
which treatment/disposal option will be taken forward.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 1: To achieve zero growth in the amount of waste produced by each household per year by 2020.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

9. To minimise HGV movements
and ensure road safety

 Will it incorporate the proximity principle and
maximise self sufficiency in the management
of waste?

 Will it ensure that road safety is not
impaired?

 Will it maximise transport efficiency and
minimise the need for transport?

?

Assessment of Effect:
As mentioned above, the effects on transport (i.e. collection vehicle movements) are unknown.
Furthermore, it is unknown whether the proximity principle will be applied as it is uncertain
which treatment/disposal option will be taken forward by the Council.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The effects of the target on required collection vehicle movements are uncertain. Furthermore,
it is uncertain which disposal/treatment option will be taken forward by the Council.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

10. To reduce waste production and
increase, recycling and recovery
of waste

 Will it support the waste targets?

 Will it encourage responsible disposal of
electrical and hazardous waste?

 Will it reduce consumption of material and
resources?

 Will it increase re-use, recycling and
recovery?

 Will it reduce per capita household waste
arisings?

 Will it maximise recycling of commercial
waste?

+

Assessment of Effect:
The target is aimed at stopping growth in the amount of waste produced but not at reducing per
capita household waste and does not give details about how arising waste would be treated.
However, the target is likely to reduce the consumption of materials and resources as initiatives
to support the achievement of the target include the promotion of re-use. Consequently, the
effect of the target on the SEA Objective has been assessed as minor positive.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

11. To protect and enhance the
historic environment and
architectural, archaeological and
cultural heritage

 Will it protect heritage sites and cultural
value?

 Will it protect strategic views?

 Will it protect listed buildings and their
settings?

 Will it help preserve, enhance and record
archaeological features and their settings?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is not expected to have any effect on this objective and therefore a neutral effect is
expected.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 1: To achieve zero growth in the amount of waste produced by each household per year by 2020.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

12. To enhance public realm and
street improvements

 Will it reduce litter?

 Will it enhance the quality of public realm?

 Will it ensure efficient and quick clean-up of
public realm, particularly from night life and
events?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is not expected to have any effect on this objective and therefore a neutral effect is
expected.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

13. To protect, enhance and seek
opportunities to increase open
space

 Will it improve open space?

 Will it protect and improve landscape
character?

 Will it minimise development on greenfield
sites?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is not expected to have any effect on this objective and therefore a neutral effect is
expected.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

14. To maintain economic diversity,
increase local opportunity and
support sustainable economic
growth

 Will it promote investment?

 Will it mitigate raising residual waste
disposal costs?

 Will it increase market shares in the
commercial waste sector?

 Will it improve business development and
environment?

 Will it encourage new business start ups,
small businesses and opportunities for local
people?

 Will it promote business in key sectors?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is aimed at achieving zero growth in the amount of waste produced per household
but does not target a reduction in waste arising. Consequently, there would be no change in
costs encountered for waste disposal arising from the target. The effect has been assessed as
neutral.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.



8

© AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited

Summary

Significant positive effects have been identified against the encouragement of community engagement in reaching waste targets (Objective 1). The target would have minor
positive effects on two objectives: maximising resource efficiency (Objective 5) and increasing re-use rates (Objective 10). Uncertainties remain against four SEA Objectives
mainly because a preferred waste management option is yet to be determined, the effects on frequency, method and form of waste collection are unknown and the
consequence for emissions to air and greenhouse gas emissions are unclear.
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Target 2: To reduce the amount of household waste not re-used, recycled or composted by the residents of Westminster to 225kg per capita by 2020.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

1. To create cohesive, inclusive
and safe communities,
sufficiently engaged to support
reaching waste targets

 Will it encourage community engagement in
reaching waste targets?

 Will it support a feeling of safety in the
community?

++

Assessment of Effect:
Reaching this ambitious target will require a reduction of per capita residual waste by 18  per
cent. The Council recognises the essential role of sustainaed community engagement in
reaching waste targets. Previous practical waste reduction and reuse activities have focused
on providing local residents and businesses with the knowledge, infrastructure and incentives
to make informed choices and actions to reduce the quantity of waste produced. Reducing
food waste and junk mail and encouraging home composting, the use of reusable nappies and
the reuse of clothes and books have been the main areas of activity in recent
years.Futhermore, the Council runs challenges where flats/estates are rewarded for collecting
the highest amounts of recyclables.
Existing reduction initiaves will be continued along with the identification and introduction of
innovative schemes and incentives, following best practice examples from other world class
cities.
The Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) aims to publish a Waste
Prevention Programme for England by December 2013, following the Household Waste
Prevention Review. The Council has commited to integrating the framework into the strategy to
deliver best practice.
The effect of the target has been assessed as significantly positive under the assumption that
substantial community engagement can be reached through the measures described above
and that these can address challenges described in the baseline, such as the high population
churn, high number of flats and high ethnic diversity. This will require sustained efforts and
ongoing resources throughout the implementation of the strategy.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
It has been assumed that the measures described in the strategy will be effective in
encouraging  community engagement despite challenges faced.
The degree to which previous initiatives have contributed to the reduction of residual waste is
unknown but it has been assumed that community engagement has played a key role in
minimising landfilled waste.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 2: To reduce the amount of household waste not re-used, recycled or composted by the residents of Westminster to 225kg per capita by 2020.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

2. To reduce crime and fear of
crime

 Will it discourage fly-tipping and other waste
offences?

 Will it encourage the provision of waste
storage space in new built residential and
commercial units?

 Will it encourage changes to existing
residential buildings which will ensure
provision of waste storage space?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is not expected to have any effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that whilst this target and the MWMS are not applicable to the objecive, other
planning policy documents promote the provision of waste facilities and storage space in new
developments. These include but are not limited to the WCC Core Strategy (adopted 2011)
and in particular Policy CS43 ‘Sustainable Waste Management’ and CS27 ‘Design’.  Under
Policy CS27, it is stated that detailed design criteria will be set out in the City Management
Plan (CMP). For example Draft Policy CMP2.9 ‘Waste and Recycling Storage’ states that ‘A)
All new development where it creastes additional floorspace of change of use must provide
adequate facilities for the segreation of waste and storage or recyclable materials’ and ‘B) The
council will require storage capacity that is commensurate with the proposed uses and
activities within the development, and the likely waste levels that will be produced. This will
include separation and storage provision for : 1. cooking oils and fat; 2. medical waste; and 3.
hazardous waste.’ However, it is understood that WCC decided not to take the CMP forward as
a separate document but to insert the policies and necessary supporting text into the Core
Strategy (adopted 2011) following consultation in November 2011. The changes to the Core
Strategy will be called ‘CMP Revision’ and will be incorporated into the Core Strategy (subject
to NPPF Revision) to create a single local plan for Westminster called ‘Westminster’s City Plan’
which is due for submission to the Secretary of State in 2014).
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 2: To reduce the amount of household waste not re-used, recycled or composted by the residents of Westminster to 225kg per capita by 2020.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

3. To promote and improve health
and well being

 Will it minimise nuisance resulting from
odour?

 Will it minimize nuisance resulting from
noise?

 Will it avoid adverse effects on health and
well-being relating to air quality?

?

Assessment of Effect:
Achieving a reduction in resdual waste arising per capita will mitigate against the likelihood of
any increases in the number and frequency of collection vehicle movements and associated
nuisance (i.e. noise). However, the  effect is likely to be countered through the increase in total
household waste arisings resulting from an increased population. Further uncertainties result
from a lack of clarity on other collection round changes which could arise from changes in
provision and frequency of the collection of segregated household wastes in accordance with
other targets which are aimed at dealing with municipal waste through recovery and recycling.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The effect of potential changes/shifts in collection vehicle movements are unknown at this
stage.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

4. To reduce greenhouse
emissions and support climate
change adaptation

 Will it reduce greenhouse gas emissions and
support emission targets?

 Will it promote the use of energy from
renewable sources?

 Will it be resilient to climate change and
maximise adaption?

 Will it reduce ozone depleting emissions? +

Assessment of Effect:
Increasing the amount of re-used, recycled and composted waste is likely to generally reduce
greenhouse gas emissions. Particularly where this leads to a reduction in the quantity of waste
being disposed of at landfill. Decomposition of waste in landfills results in the release of
methane (CH4). Methane is estimated to have a global warming potential approximately 20 to
25 times higher than carbon dioxide (CO2). Whilst other froms of disposal such as Energy from
Waste (EfW), Mechanical Recovery Facility (MRF), Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT)
and Advanced Thermal Treatment (ATT) reduce the amount of waste going to landfill they still
require outputs to be landfilled (e.g. fly ash from EfW is equivalent to between 3 to 6 per cent of
the orginal waste received).
The effect of the target on the objective has therefore been assessed as positive.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 2: To reduce the amount of household waste not re-used, recycled or composted by the residents of Westminster to 225kg per capita by 2020.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

5. To reduce use of natural
resources e.g. energy

 Will it maximise resource effieciency through
re-use, recycling or recovery?

 Will it reduce energy consumption?

++

Assessment of Effect:
Resource efficiency will be maximised through the objective as it is aimed at increasing the
amount of waste re-used, recycled or composted. Increasing resource efficiency is generally
accompanied by a reduced need for energy consumption, in particular when considering the
life-cycle of resources and products.
In 2009/210 274.4 kg per capita household waste was sent to residual waste treatment.
Reducing the amount to 225kg would mean reducing residual waste by 18 per cent. This is
considered to have a significant effect on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
Current per capita residual waste does not significantly differ from 2009/2010.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

6. To minimise flood risk, protect
surface and groundwater quality

 Will it avoid water contamination incidents?

 Will it minimise flood risk from all sources of
flooding?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is not expected to have any effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

7. To protect, enhance and create
environments that encourage
and support biodiversity

 Will it minimise the risk of adverse impacts
from hazardous waste and contamination
incidents on the environment?

 Will it protect, enhance and increase
biodiversity and protect habitats?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is not expected to have any effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 2: To reduce the amount of household waste not re-used, recycled or composted by the residents of Westminster to 225kg per capita by 2020.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

8. To improve air quality  Will it minimise emissions of air pollutants
arising from the collection, transfer and
treatment of municipal wastes?

 Will it improve air quality?

 Will it reduce emissions of key pollutants? ?

Assessment of Effect:
The effects of this target on the SEA Objective are uncertain at this stage of the assessment as
they are highly dependent on which waste treatment/disposal option is taken forward, e.g.
emission of air pollutants are likely to be higher under Option 3 which would transport treated
waste, in form of Refuse-Derived Fueld (RDF) or Soild Recovered Fueld (SRF) to Vlaardingen,
Netherlands than under other options where treatments would take place within London.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is uncertain which waste treatment/disposal option will be taken forward by the Council.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

9. To minimise HGV movements
and ensure road safety

 Will it incorporate the proximity principle and
maximise self sufficiency in the management
of waste?

 Will it ensure that road safety is not
impaired?

 Will it maximise transport efficiency and
minimise the need for transport? ?

Assessment of Effect:
Reducing residual waste would reduce collection vehicle movements; However, it is likely that
this will lead to additional vehicle movements associated with other waste streams (dry
recyclables and food waste). The effects associated with this shift are unknown at this stage.
In addition, it is uncertain how the proximity principle will be applied and how the need for
transport will consequently be affected as this is dependent on the treatment/disposal option
which will be taken forward.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The effect of potential changes/shifts in collection vehicle movements are unknown at this
stage.
It is uncertain which waste treatment/disposal option will be taken forward by the Council.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 2: To reduce the amount of household waste not re-used, recycled or composted by the residents of Westminster to 225kg per capita by 2020.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

10. To reduce waste production and
increase, recycling and recovery
of waste

 Will it support the waste targets?

 Will it encourage responsible disposal of
electrical and hazardous waste?

 Will it reduce consumption of material and
resources?

 Will it increase re-use, recycling and
recovery?

 Will it reduce per capita household waste
arisings?

 Will it maximise recycling of commercial
waste?

++

Assessment of Effect:
The target is aimed at reducing the amount of waste which is not re-used, recycled or
composted which could in consequence reduce waste production and per capita household
waste arising. This target further makes a significant contribution to moving material higher up
the waste hierarchy, leading to an increase in waste recycling consistent with the objective.
Consequently, the target has been assessed to have significant positive effects on the
objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

11. To protect and enhance the
historic environment and
architectural, archaeological and
cultural heritage

 Will it protect heritage sites and cultural
value?

 Will it protect strategic views?

 Will it protect listed buildings and their
settings?

 Will it help preserve, enhance and record
archaeological features and their settings?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is not expected to have any effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

12. To enhance public realm and
street improvements

 Will it reduce litter?

 Will it enhance the quality of public realm?

 Will it ensure efficient and quick clean-up of
public realm, particularly from night life and
events?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is not expected to have any effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 2: To reduce the amount of household waste not re-used, recycled or composted by the residents of Westminster to 225kg per capita by 2020.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

13. To protect, enhance and seek
opportunities to increase open
space

 Will it improve open space?

 Will it protect and improve landscape
character?

 Will it minimise development on greenfield
sites?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is not expected to have any effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

14. To maintain economic diversity,
increase local opportunity and
support sustainable economic
growth

 Will it promote investment?

 Will it mitigate raising residual waste
disposal costs?

 Will it increase market shares in the
commercial waste sector?

 Will it improve business development and
environment?

 Will it encourage new business start ups,
small businesses and opportunities for local
people?

 Will it promote business in key sectors?

+

Assessment of Effect:
The diversion of waste from landfill and the subsequent use as a resource, either through
recycling or energy generation is being increasingly incentivised in light of raising taxation
policy and increasing gate fees for residual waste disposal. Consequently, the target is likely to
have minor positive effects on teh objective as it mitigate reaising residual waste disposal
costs.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

Summary

The effects of the target have been assessed as significantly positive against three of 14 SEA Objectives: Community engagement is likely to be significantly increased
(objective 1) and the use of natural resources reduced (objective 5). Furthermore, it is likely that waste production will be reduced and materials moved up in the waste
hierarchy (objective 10). Minor positive effects have been identified against two objectives, namely the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions (Objective 4) and the
mitigation of raising residual waste disposal costs (Objective 14). No negative effects have been identified. The effect on three objectives has been identified as uncertain as
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the effects of effects of a potential shift in collection vehicle movements are unknown (Objective 3). Furthermore, it is unknown at this stage of the appraisal which
treatment/disposal option will be taken forward and consequently effects on Objectives 8 and 9 are uncertain.
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Target 3: To maximise the re-use of municipal waste.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

1. To create cohesive, inclusive and
safe communities, sufficiently
engaged to support reaching
waste targets

 Will it encourage community engagement in
reaching waste targets?

 Will it support a feeling of safety in the
community?

++

Assessment of Effect:
As part of the MWMS the Council seeks to maximise the re-use of municipal waste, including
white goods and furniture from residents and businesses. The Council will provide, promote
and expand re-use services such as bring sites and doorstep collection for goods such as
Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE), textiles, books, toys, etc. The
development of networks and services which create opportunities for re-use without requiring
Council involvement will be supported. WCC recognises the importance of education and
engagement strategies to stimulate behavioural changes.  It is understood that the MWMS will
be accompanied by an education and engagement strategy which will seek to encourage re-
use and recycling by highlighting the value of resources. Strategic partnerships with local
organisations, neighbouring boroughs and regional bodies will be developed to amplify the
effect of initiatives.
Currently the Council supports re-use through bulky waste collections, advertisement of re-use
networks (e.g. freecycle, Furnish Charity) and lending circles. Furthermore, the Council
supports events such as clothes swap parties (‘swishing’) and provides ideas for re-use on
their webpage. A number of third party re-use services such as collection banks for charity
shops are supported, e.g. the cerebral palsy charity SCOPE collects textiles from 25 locations
across Westminster.
Given the emphasis and recognition of the need for community engagement to reach the
target, the effect on the SEA Objective has been assessed as significantly positive.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that opportunities for the re-use of goods are taken by residents.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 3: To maximise the re-use of municipal waste.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

2. To reduce crime and fear of crime  Will it discourage fly-tipping and other waste
offences?

 Will it encourage the provision of waste
storage space in new built residential and
commercial units?

 Will it encourage changes to existing
residential buildings which will ensure
provision of waste storage space?

+

Assessment of Effect:
WCC reported over 8,000 fly-tipping incidents in 2011/2012, which is substantially above the
English local authority average (approx. 1,500 per annum). The nature of these incidents is
unknown; however, it is likely that providing opportunities for disposal of unwanted goods
would reduce fly-tipping through the provision of alternatives such as offering bulky waste
collection at low prices (£20 for up to ten items).
In consequence, the effect of the target on the SEA Objective has been assessed as positive.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The nature of fly-tipping offences reported by the Council is unknown.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

3. To promote and improve health
and well being

 Will it minimise nuisance resulting from
odour?

 Will it minimize nuisance resulting from
noise?

 Will it avoid adverse effects on health and
well-being relating to air quality?

?

Assessment of Effect:
Targeted goods such as furniture, WEEE, toys and bikes do not cause odour related nuisance.
It is not likely that changes in the frequency and number of collection vehicle movements would
be of such a scale which could cause substantial changes on air quality. However, it is possible
that encouraging re-use of municipal waste would result in a shift of collection vehicle
movements associated with different waste streams. The effects associated with this potential
shift are unknown at this stage of the assessment. Therefore, the effect of the target on the
SEA Objective has been assessed as uncertain.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The effect of potential changes/shifts in collection vehicle movements are unknown at this
stage.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 3: To maximise the re-use of municipal waste.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

4. To reduce greenhouse emissions
and support climate change
adaptation

 Will it reduce greenhouse gas emissions and
support emission targets?

 Will it promote the use of energy from
renewable sources?

 Will it be resilient to climate change and
maximise adaption?

 Will it reduce ozone depleting emissions? +

Assessment of Effect:
The effect on greenhouse gas emissions from maximizing re-use of municipal waste cannot be
quantified for several reasons.  These include uncertainties regarding the quantity and quality
of re-used goods, their embodied carbon and the consequential effects from changes in the
collection of other waste streams.
However, in general the re-use of goods minimises carbon emissions by reducing emissions
associated with waste management as well as with production of new items. Consequently, it
is likely that the target will support the SEA Objective and it has been assessed as a minor
positive effect.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The effect on greenhouse gas emissions associated with the target cannot be quantified.
It has been assumed that re-use of goods reduces the need for production of new goods.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

5. To reduce use of natural
resources e.g. energy

 Will it maximise resource efficiency through
re-use, recycling or recovery?

 Will it reduce energy consumption?

+

Assessment of Effect:
The target would contribute to an increase in resource efficiency through re-use of existing
goods. This would reduce the need for consumption of natural resources and energy
associated with the life-cycle of goods. It is not feasible in the scope of this assessment to
quantify the effect, given the diversity and quantities of materials and the numerous resource
pathways.  However, as the target would seek to maximise resource efficiency, it has been
assessed as having a minor positive effect against the SEA objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The effect on greenhouse gas emissions associated with the target cannot be quantified.
It has been assumed that re-use of goods reduces the need for production of new goods.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 3: To maximise the re-use of municipal waste.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

6. To minimise flood risk, protect
surface and groundwater quality

 Will it avoid water contamination incidents?

 Will it minimise flood risk from all sources of
flooding?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is not expected to have any effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

7. To protect, enhance and create
environments that encourage and
support biodiversity

 Will it minimise the risk of adverse impacts
from hazardous waste and contamination
incidents on the environment?

 Will it protect, enhance and increase
biodiversity and protect habitats?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is not expected to have any effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

8. To improve air quality  Will it minimise emissions of air pollutants
arising from the collection, transfer and
treatment of municipal wastes?

 Will it improve air quality?

 Will it reduce emissions of key pollutants?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Maximising the amount of re-used municipal waste could result in reduced emissions of air
pollutants associated with waste management. Further, reduction of emissions associated with
other life-cycle stages of products, such as the production and transport of goods could be
reduced through the achievement of this target (although this maybe more theoretical than
actual). Given the uncertainties of waste collection and treatment, a quantification of the effects
on air quality is not feasible in the scope of this assessment. Local and regional effects
resulting from reduced waste management requirements are not anticipated to be significant,
especially if collection and transfer for re-use are considered.
The effects associated with maximising the amount of re-used municipal waste has been
assessed as a minor positive against the SEA objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The effects of the target on the objective have not been quantified due to the high number of
uncertainties.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 3: To maximise the re-use of municipal waste.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

9. To minimise HGV movements and
ensure road safety

 Will it incorporate the proximity principle and
maximise self sufficiency in the management
of waste?

 Will it ensure that road safety is not
impaired?

 Will it maximise transport efficiency and
minimise the need for transport?

?

Assessment of Effect:
Approximately 37 per cent of households in Westminster have access to a car and these are
likely to be small vehicles not fit for the transport of bulky items. Encouraging re-use may cause
a shift in collection vehicle movements associated with different waste streams. It is unknown
at this stage whether the potential shift would lead to an effect on the objective. In the case that
effects should occur, it is highly likely that these would be minor.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The effect of potential changes/shifts in collection vehicle movements are unknown at this
stage of the assessment.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

10. To reduce waste production and
increase, recycling and recovery of
waste

 Will it support the waste targets?

 Will it encourage responsible disposal of
electrical and hazardous waste?

 Will it reduce consumption of material and
resources?

 Will it increase re-use, recycling and
recovery?

 Will it reduce per capita household waste
arisings?

 Will it maximise recycling of commercial
waste?

++

Assessment of Effect:
The target is aimed at maximising the amount of municipal waste which is re-used which could
in consequence reduce the amount of per capita household waste arisings. By prioritising re-
use, the target would a significant contribution to moving materials up in the waste hierarchy,
potentially leading to a reduction in the consumption of material and resources.
The target will also promote opportunities for the re-use of commercial bulky waste by
exploring and implementing partnerships will be taken forward by the Council maximizing
opportunities for re-use. The target is consequently anticipated to have a significant positive
effect on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.



22

© AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited

Target 3: To maximise the re-use of municipal waste.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

11. To protect and enhance the
historic environment and
architectural, archaeological and
cultural heritage

 Will it protect heritage sites and cultural
value?

 Will it protect strategic views?

 Will it protect listed buildings and their
settings?

 Will it help preserve, enhance and record
archaeological features and their settings?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is not expected to have any effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

12. To enhance public realm and
street improvements

 Will it reduce litter?

 Will it enhance the quality of public realm?

 Will it ensure efficient and quick clean-up of
public realm, particularly from night life and
events?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is not expected to have any effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

13. To protect, enhance and seek
opportunities to increase open
space

 Will it improve open space?

 Will it protect and improve landscape
character?

 Will it minimise development on greenfield
sites?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is not expected to have any effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 3: To maximise the re-use of municipal waste.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

14. To maintain economic diversity,
increase local opportunity and
support sustainable economic
growth

 Will it promote investment?

 Will it mitigate raising residual waste
disposal costs?

 Will it increase market shares in the
commercial waste sector?

 Will it improve business development and
environment?

 Will it encourage new business start ups,
small businesses and opportunities for local
people?

 Will it promote business in key sectors?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Promoting re-use of municipal waste will reduce the amount of waste requiring treatment or
disposal and consequently mitigate disposal costs encountered by the Council. The Council
plans to support independent re-use opportunities due to limited budget. It is likely that
reductions in the expenditure associated with waste management will be minor. Therefore, the
effect of the target on the SEA Objective has been assessed as minor positive.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

Summary

Significant positive effects have been identified against two of the SEA Objectives. The Council has identified a number of measures which are likely to result in significant
community engagement (Objective 1). Maximising re-use of municipal waste would place materials higher up the in the waste hierarchy and could result in a reduction of
waste production (Objective 10). The target would have minor positive effects on five SEA Objectives through the reduction of waste offences (Objective 2), the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions and consumption of natural resources (Objectives 4 and 5), improving air quality (Objective 8) and mitigating waste disposal costs (Objective 14).
Negative effects against the SEA Objectives have not been identified. Uncertainties mainly associated with transport remain on the SEA Objectives 3 and 9.
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Target 4: To achieve a municipal recycling rate of 30% by 2020, 35% by 2025 and 40% by 2031.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

1. To create cohesive, inclusive
and safe communities,
sufficiently engaged to support
reaching waste targets

 Will it encourage community engagement in
reaching waste targets?

 Will it support a feeling of safety in the
community?

++

Assessment of Effect:
Recycling rates in Westminster have increased from 12% to 25% between 2003/2004 and
2012/2013
The Council recognises the essential role that sustained community engagement plays in
reaching waste targets. Previous practical initiatives to increase recycling have focused on
providing local residents and businesses with the knowledge, infrastructure and incentives to
make informed choices and actions. Examples of programmes range from the provision of
additional bring sites to education and engagement campaigns (which have been in place
since 2003). Such campaigns are an essential part of the MWMS, given the challenges faced
by the Council (such as a high number of flats and the high population churn).
The effect of the target has been assessed as significantly positive under the assumption that
substantial community engagement will be required to achieve the ambitious targets. It has
been assumed that the Council will continue to address challenges faced through measures
aimed at increasing community engagement.  This will require sustained efforts and ongoing
resources throughout the implementation of the strategy.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
It has been assumed that measures to encourage recycling will be effective in encouraging
community engagement despite the challenges faced.
The degree to which previous initiatives have contributed to increased recycling rates is
unknown but it has been assumed that community engagement has played a key role.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

2. To reduce crime and fear of
crime

 Will it discourage fly-tipping and other
waste offences?

 Will it encourage the provision of waste
storage space in new built residential and
commercial units?

 Will it encourage changes to existing
residential buildings which will ensure
provision of waste storage space?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The recycling target is not expected to have any effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that whilst this target and the MWMS are not applicable to the objective, other
planning policy documents promote the provision of waste facilities and storage space in new
developments. These include but are not limited to the WCC Core Strategy (adopted 2011).
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 4: To achieve a municipal recycling rate of 30% by 2020, 35% by 2025 and 40% by 2031.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

3. To promote and improve health
and well being

 Will it minimise nuisance resulting from
odour?

 Will it minimize nuisance resulting from
noise?

 Will it avoid adverse effects on health and
well-being relating to air quality? ?

Assessment of Effect:
Increasing recycling rates is likely to result in a reduction of residual waste collection
movements and associated nuisance (i.e. noise). However, it is likely that an increase in
recycling would lead to an increase in the number and frequency of vehicle movements
associated with the collection of the dry recyclables waste stream. The effects associated with
this shift are unknown at this stage of the appraisal.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The effect of potential changes/shifts in collection vehicle movements is unknown.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

4. To reduce greenhouse
emissions and support climate
change adaptation

 Will it reduce greenhouse gas emissions
and support emission targets?

 Will it promote the use of energy from
renewable sources?

 Will it be resilient to climate change and
maximise adaption?

 Will it reduce ozone depleting emissions?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Lifecycle CO2 eq performance for recyclable material has been reported in the Mayor of
London’s Waste Strategy. An extract is provided below for MSW compositions for three
treatment options (expressed in kg CO2 eq per tonne of waste)
Waste Material Recycling          Incineration (with CHP)         Landfill
Paper and card -299 -364                                      407
Wood -1 -596                                      1,139
Textiles -4,372                226                                       213
Metals (non-ferrous) -10,721               n/a                                        4
The Mayor’s strategy highlights that although the waste hierarchy will generally achieve the
greatest CO2 eq savings. However the strategy also highlights that there are certain
circumstances where the waste hierarchy conflicts with achieving the greatest climate change
mitigation benefits and that waste authorities should aim to take the approach that will deliver
the greater climate change mitigation benefits.
The figures provided in the Mayor’s strategy illustrate the difficulties in predicting the GHG
emissions associated with recycling in comparison to other forms of treatment. While it is clear
than recycling waste that would otherwise to go landfill would involve less GHG emissions, it is
less clear whether recycling waste that would go to an Incineration (with CHP) would lower
overall GHG emissions.
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Target 4: To achieve a municipal recycling rate of 30% by 2020, 35% by 2025 and 40% by 2031.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

5. To reduce use of natural
resources e.g. energy

 Will it maximise resource efficiency through
re-use, recycling or recovery?

 Will it reduce energy consumption?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Resource efficiency would be increased through the target as it is aimed at increasing the
amount of recycled waste. Increasing resource efficiency is generally accompanied by a
reduced need for energy consumption, albeit there are energy requirements associated with
the recycling process.
Although the target promotes a considerable increase in recycling rates, recycling is less
efficient than reuse according to the waste hierarchy. Therefore a positive effect, albeit minor
in scale has been expected on the waste objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed for the purposes of the assessment that the target is achieved.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

6. To minimise flood risk, protect
surface and groundwater quality

 Will it avoid water contamination incidents?

 Will it minimise flood risk from all sources of
flooding? 0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

7. To protect, enhance and create
environments that encourage
and support biodiversity

 Will it minimise the risk of adverse impacts
from hazardous waste and contamination
incidents on the environment?

 Will it protect, enhance and increase
biodiversity and protect habitats?

0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 4: To achieve a municipal recycling rate of 30% by 2020, 35% by 2025 and 40% by 2031.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

8. To improve air quality  Will it minimise emissions of air pollutants
arising from the collection, transfer and
treatment of municipal wastes?

 Will it improve air quality?

 Will it reduce emissions of key pollutants?

?

Assessment of Effect:
Emissions of key pollutants associated with the transport of waste could change due to a
potential change in the number, frequency and length of collection vehicle movements
required. It is uncertain whether the target will lead to additional, reduced or unchanged
numbers of collection vehicle movements. Facilities which reprocess or recycle the waste are
not expected to give rise to significant emissions save for instance where recyclable material is
moved on site by vehicles.
Overall, there is an uncertain effect on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
Changes in requirements for collection vehicle movements as well as the destination of
recyclables are uncertain.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

9. To minimise HGV movements
and ensure road safety

 Will it incorporate the proximity principle
and maximise self sufficiency in the
management of waste?

 Will it ensure that road safety is not
impaired?

 Will it maximise transport efficiency and
minimise the need for transport?

?

Assessment of Effect:
Increasing recycling rates would result in an increased demand for recyclables collection
vehicle movements. However, it is likely that vehicle movements associated with the collection
of other waste streams would be reduced. The effects associated with this shift are unknown.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The effect of potential changes/shifts in collection vehicle movements are unknown.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

10. To reduce waste production and
increase, recycling and recovery
of waste

 Will it support the waste targets?

 Will it encourage responsible disposal of
electrical and hazardous waste?

 Will it reduce consumption of material and
resources?

 Will it increase re-use, recycling and
recovery?

+

Assessment of Effect:
The target is specifically aimed at increasing recycling rates.
National recycling targets (as set out in the Waste Strategy for England 2007) were removed
in 2011 under the Review of Waste Policy.  The Mayor has established key targets for the
management of London’s municipal waste. For recycling, these targets are: 45% by 2015;
50% by 2020; and 60% by 2031.
The recycling rates under this target as lower than those set out in the Mayor’s Waste
Strategy.
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Target 4: To achieve a municipal recycling rate of 30% by 2020, 35% by 2025 and 40% by 2031.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

 Will it reduce per capita household waste
arisings?

 Will it maximise recycling of commercial
waste?

The Council has three distinct waste streams (household, street and commercial) with varying
degrees of control over each stream with regard to capturing waste for reuse and recycling. In
order to set recycling rates, a realistic appraisal of growth potential in each waste stream has
been detailed in the MWMS.
The MWMS notes that due to population churn and other practicalities associated with
identifying and communicating with residents, it is unlikely that high participation rates will be
achieved. Participation is currently between 45%-55% and assuming that the capture rate
does not change, it would need to rise to 75% by 2031 to met the Mayor’s target.
Street litter recycling is expected to rise from 2,000 to 4,000 tonnes. The Council accepts that
this will be a challenging but achievable target.
Composition analysis indicates over 65% of waste in the commercial stream in currently
recyclable. The Council note that commercial waste service charges should provide a clear
economic incentive for businesses to recycle their waste and therefore project a capture of
70% of the recyclable waste. This would result in a 45% commercial waste recycling rate.
Overall, the recycling rates set out by Westminster appear balanced and achievable. The
Mayor’s recycling rates does not appear a viable option in Westminster as a result of local
issues. Therefore, a minor positive effect is expected on the waste objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

11. To protect and enhance the
historic environment and
architectural, archaeological and
cultural heritage

 Will it protect heritage sites and cultural
value?

 Will it protect strategic views?

 Will it protect listed buildings and their
settings?

 Will it help preserve, enhance and record
archaeological features and their settings?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The recycling target is not expected to have any effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 4: To achieve a municipal recycling rate of 30% by 2020, 35% by 2025 and 40% by 2031.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

12. To enhance public realm and
street improvements

 Will it reduce litter?

 Will it enhance the quality of public realm?

 Will it ensure efficient and quick clean-up of
public realm, particularly from night life and
events?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The recycling target is not expected to have any effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

13. To protect, enhance and seek
opportunities to increase open
space

 Will it improve open space?

 Will it protect and improve landscape
character?

 Will it minimise development on greenfield
sites?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The recycling target is not expected to have any effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

14. To maintain economic diversity,
increase local opportunity and
support sustainable economic
growth

 Will it promote investment?

 Will it mitigate raising residual waste
disposal costs?

 Will it increase market shares in the
commercial waste sector?

 Will it improve business development and
environment?

 Will it encourage new business start ups,
small businesses and opportunities for local
people?

 Will it promote business in key sectors?

++

Assessment of Effect:
Increasing municipal recycled rates is likely to have positive effects on the objective as it would
mitigate against raising waste disposal costs. Current figures from WRAP show that gate fees
at landfills range from £66 to £121, whilst fees for Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT)
range from £66 to £82 and fees for Energy from Waste (EfW) are between £32 and £126. The
disposal of materials at recovery facilities for recycling is more cost effective and can bring
profit as disposal fees for contracts starting in 2012 or later range from -£40 to £13.
In addition, increased recycling rates would generate more recyclable material. This may
provide opportunities for local businesses to enter the recycable markets or use recycled
materials as a resource for products.
Due to the high potential for the reduction of expenditure as well as the potential for generating
income, the effect of the objective has been assessed as significantly positive.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that gate fees for MRF facilities will continue to be considerably lower than other
non-recycling treatment facilities such as EfW, MBT and landfill.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Summary

Significantly positive effects have been assessed against two objectives: community engagement (Objective 1) and the economic benefits for the Council (Objective 14).
Minor positive effects on the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions and the use of natural resources (Objectives 4 and 5) as well as an increase in recycling (Objective 10)
has been identified. Uncertainties remain against three objectives mainly resulting from the unknown changes in transport requirements (Objectives 3, 8 and 9).
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Target 5: To encourage all commercial organisations in Westminster to recycle.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

1. To create cohesive, inclusive and
safe communities, sufficiently
engaged to support reaching
waste targets

 Will it encourage community engagement in
reaching waste targets?

 Will it support a feeling of safety in the
community? 0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

2. To reduce crime and fear of crime  Will it discourage fly-tipping and other waste
offences?

 Will it encourage the provision of waste
storage space in new built residential and
commercial units?

 Will it encourage changes to existing
residential buildings which will ensure
provision of waste storage space?

0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that whilst this target and the MWMS are not applicable to the objective, other
planning policy documents promote the provision of waste facilities and storage space in new
developments. These include but are not limited to the WCC Core Strategy (adopted 2011).
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

3. To promote and improve health
and well being

 Will it minimise nuisance resulting from
odour?

 Will it minimize nuisance resulting from
noise?

 Will it avoid adverse effects on health and
well-being relating to air quality? ?

Assessment of Effect:
The target is aimed at encouraging commercial organisations in Westminster to recycle. This is
likely to reduce amount of collection vehicle movements associated with the disposal of
residual waste and related nuisance (i.e. noise). However, it is likely that the target will lead to
additional vehicle movements associated with the recycling waste stream. The effect on the
resulting from this shift in collection vehicle movements on the health objective is unknown.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The effects associated with potential changes/shifts in collection vehicle movements are
unknown.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 5: To encourage all commercial organisations in Westminster to recycle.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

4. To reduce greenhouse emissions
and support climate change
adaptation

 Will it reduce greenhouse gas emissions and
support emission targets?

 Will it promote the use of energy from
renewable sources?

 Will it be resilient to climate change and
maximise adaption?

 Will it reduce ozone depleting emissions?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Lifecycle CO2 eq performance for recyclable material has been reported in the Mayor of
London’s Waste Strategy. An extract is provided below for MSW compositions for three
treatment options (expressed in kg CO2 eq per tonne of waste)
Waste Material Recycling          Incineration (with CHP)         Landfill
Paper and card -299 -364                                      407
Wood -1 -596                                      1,139
Textiles -4,372                226                                       213
Metals (non-ferrous) -10,721               n/a                                        4
The Mayor’s strategy highlights that although the waste hierarchy will generally achieve the
greatest CO2 eq savings. However the strategy also highlights that there are certain
circumstances where the waste hierarchy conflicts with achieving the greatest climate change
mitigation benefits and that waste authorities should aim to take the approach that will deliver
the greater climate change mitigation benefits.
Currently approximately 90,000 tonnes of commercial waste arise each year and it has been
assumed by the Council that this figure will be reasonably static. In 2012/2013 merely 4,000
tonnes (5 per cent) of commercial waste were recycled.
Commercial waste capture rates would have to increase to 42 per cent (2020), 51 per cent
(2025) and 65 per cent (2031) to reach commercial recycling targets of 29 per cent (2020), 35
per cent (2025) and 45 per cent (2031).
The figures provided in the Mayor’s strategy illustrate the difficulties in predicting the GHG
emissions associated with recycling in comparison to other forms of treatment. While it is clear
that recycling waste that would otherwise go to landfill would reduce GHG emissions, it is less
clear whether recycling waste that would alternatively go to an incineration facility (with CHP)
would lower overall emissions.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It has been assumed that recycling targets will be reached.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 5: To encourage all commercial organisations in Westminster to recycle.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

5. To reduce use of natural
resources e.g. energy

 Will it maximise resource efficiency through
re-use, recycling or recovery?

 Will it reduce energy consumption?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Resource efficiency would be increased through the target as it is aimed at substantially
increasing the amount of recycled commercial waste. Increasing resource efficiency is
generally accompanied by a reduced need for energy consumption, albeit energy requirements
associated with the recycling process.
It has been assessed that a positive effect on the objective resulting from this target would be
possible.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

6. To minimise flood risk, protect
surface and groundwater quality

 Will it avoid water contamination incidents?

 Will it minimise flood risk from all sources of
flooding?

0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

7. To protect, enhance and create
environments that encourage and
support biodiversity

 Will it minimise the risk of adverse impacts
from hazardous waste and contamination
incidents on the environment?

 Will it protect, enhance and increase
biodiversity and protect habitats?

0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 5: To encourage all commercial organisations in Westminster to recycle.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

8. To improve air quality  Will it minimise emissions of air pollutants
arising from the collection, transfer and
treatment of municipal wastes?

 Will it improve air quality?

 Will it reduce emissions of key pollutants?

?

Assessment of Effect:
Emissions of key pollutants associated with the transport of waste could change due to a
potential change in the number, frequency and length of collection vehicle movements
required. It is uncertain whether the target will lead to additional, reduced or unchanged
numbers of collection vehicle movements. Furthermore, it is unknown where recyclables will be
processed and associated emissions resulting from transport cannot be assessed.
Emissions associated with the processing and recycling of waste have not been considered in
the scope of this assessment.  However, facilities for reprocessing/recycling of waste are not
anticipated to give rise to significant emissions besides where recyclable material is moved on
site by vehicles.
Overall, there is an uncertain effect on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
Changes in requirements for collection vehicle movements as well as the destination of
recyclables are uncertain.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

9. To minimise HGV movements and
ensure road safety

 Will it incorporate the proximity principle and
maximise self sufficiency in the management
of waste?

 Will it ensure that road safety is not
impaired?

 Will it maximise transport efficiency and
minimise the need for transport?

?

Assessment of Effect:
Increasing the commercial recycling rates would result in an increased demand for recyclables
collection vehicle movements. However, it is likely that vehicle movements associated with the
collection of other waste streams would be reduced. The effects associated with this shift are
unknown.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The effect of potential changes/shifts in collection vehicle movements are unknown.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.



35

© AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited

Target 5: To encourage all commercial organisations in Westminster to recycle.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

10. To reduce waste production and
increase, recycling and recovery of
waste

 Will it support the waste targets?

 Will it encourage responsible disposal of
electrical and hazardous waste?

 Will it reduce consumption of material and
resources?

 Will it increase re-use, recycling and
recovery?

 Will it reduce per capita household waste
arisings?

 Will it maximise recycling of commercial
waste?

++

Assessment of Effect:
The target is aimed at significantly increasing recycling rates from commercial organisations. In
consequence the target would make a significant contribution to minimising residual waste
production as well as moving materials up in the waste hierarchy. The increase in recycling of
commercial waste has consequently been assessed as significantly positive.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

11. To protect and enhance the
historic environment and
architectural, archaeological and
cultural heritage

 Will it protect heritage sites and cultural
value?

 Will it protect strategic views?

 Will it protect listed buildings and their
settings?

 Will it help preserve, enhance and record
archaeological features and their settings?

0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

12. To enhance public realm and
street improvements

 Will it reduce litter?

 Will it enhance the quality of public realm?

 Will it ensure efficient and quick clean-up of
public realm, particularly from night life and
events?

0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 5: To encourage all commercial organisations in Westminster to recycle.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

13. To protect, enhance and seek
opportunities to increase open
space

 Will it improve open space?

 Will it protect and improve landscape
character?

 Will it minimise development on greenfield
sites?

0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

14. To maintain economic diversity,
increase local opportunity and
support sustainable economic
growth

 Will it promote investment?

 Will it mitigate raising residual waste
disposal costs?

 Will it increase market shares in the
commercial waste sector?

 Will it improve business development and
environment?

 Will it encourage new business start ups,
small businesses and opportunities for local
people?

 Will it promote business in key sectors?

?

Assessment of Effect:
The Council currently holds approximately 50 per cent of market shares in the commercial
waste sector. The effect of the target on the Council’s market shares are unknown and highly
dependent on the development of the market sector and the competitive position of the
Council.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
Development of the commercial waste market sector and the competitiveness of the Council’s
services in comparison to private operators are uncertain.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

Summary

A potentially significant positive effect has been identified against the reduction of produced waste and increased recycling (Objective 10). The target would have minor
positive effects on two SEA Objectives: the reduction of green house gas emissions (Objective 4) and maximising resource efficiency (Objective 5). The effect of the target
on four objectives is uncertain. Uncertainties result from the unknown effects on transport (Objectives 3, 8 and 9) as well as economic development of the commercial waste
market sector (Objective 14).
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Target 6: To maximise diversion of biodegradable municipal waste from landfill to meet national and regional targets.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

1. To create cohesive,
inclusive and safe
communities, sufficiently
engaged to support
reaching waste targets

 Will it encourage community
engagement in reaching waste
targets?

 Will it support a feeling of safety in
the community?

++

Assessment of Effect:
Research showed that the participation of flats in food waste collection was significantly lower than in dry mixed
recyclable collection1. In addition, Westminster faces a number of challenges which restrict community
engagement, such as a high population churn, a high proportion flats and a diverse ethnic background.  These
challenges have resulted in some unsuccessful previous efforts related to the reduction of biodegradable waste,
e.g. garden waste collection ceased in 2010 due to low participation of only 9 per cent.  However, the Council has
an established track record of encouraging community engagement and has reduced the amount municipal waste
to landfill from 33 per cent (2003/2004) to 4 per cent (2012/13) and aims to send zero waste to landfill in
accordance with the Mayor’s target. To reduce the amount of biodegradable municipal waste going to landfill, the
Council will therefore introduce a food waste collection.
The effect of the target on the Objective has been assessed as significantly positive despite the challenges the
Council faces in its achievement. It has been assumed that significant community engagement is required to reach
this target and that the Council will make sustained efforts to encourage the required engagement.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
It has been assumed that the Council will make sustained efforts to encourage community behaviour, similar to the
strategy and activities described in the assessment of target 2.
Mitigation Measures:
Strategies which will encourage community behaviour for the achievement of target 2 should be extended to the
achievement of this target to clarify how the Council will seek support from the community in reaching waste
targets.

2. To reduce crime and
fear of crime

 Will it discourage fly-tipping and
other waste offences?

 Will it encourage the provision of
waste storage space in new built
residential and commercial units?

 Will it encourage changes to existing
residential buildings which will
ensure provision of waste storage
space?

0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that whilst this target and the MWMS are not applicable to the objective, other planning policy
documents promote the provision of waste facilities and storage space in new developments. These include but are
not limited to the WCC Core Strategy (adopted 2011).
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

1
Westminster City Council (2013) Municipal Waste Management Strategy 2016-2021 (version 1.11)
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Target 6: To maximise diversion of biodegradable municipal waste from landfill to meet national and regional targets.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

3. To promote and improve
health and well being

 Will it minimise nuisance resulting
from odour?

 Will it minimize nuisance resulting
from noise?

 Will it avoid adverse effects on
health and well-being relating to air
quality?

?

Assessment of Effect:
Maximising diversion of biodegradable municipal waste from landfill could lead to reduction in municipal waste
collection vehicle movements and associated nuisance (i.e. noise). However, as it is envisaged that this would be
delivered through the introduction of dedicated waste collection service, it is also likely to lead to additional vehicle
movements. The effects associated with this shift overall are unknown.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The effect of potential changes/shifts in collection vehicle movement is unknown.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

4. To reduce greenhouse
emissions and support
climate change
adaptation

 Will it reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and support emission
targets?

 Will it promote the use of energy
from renewable sources?

 Will it be resilient to climate change
and maximise adaption?

 Will it reduce ozone depleting
emissions? ++

Assessment of Effect:
Organic waste constitutes 33,000 tonnes (19 per cent) of the total municipal waste stream and its full diversion from
landfill and treatment could have a significant effect on greenhouse gas emissions.
Decomposing of biodegradable waste in landfills under anaerobic conditions results in the release of methane
(CH4). Methane is estimated to have a global warming potential approximately 20 to 25 times above that of carbon
dioxide (CO2). The Council envisages the treatment of kitchen waste through technologies such as in-vessel
composting (IVC), thermophilic aerobic digestion (TAD) and anaerobic digestion (AD). These technologies
generally help to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Treatment through AD produces biogas, a form of renewable
energy, further supporting the objective. This is the Council’s preferred option for food waste treatment.
Uncertainties regarding GHG emissions from vehicle movements remain as it is yet unknown which option will be
taken forward. Transport distances vary greatly between the options (e.g. Option 3 requires transport to the
Netherlands). Furthermore, it is possible that GHG emissions would be altered if the frequency/transport routes for
waste collection are changed as a consequence of the target.
The effect of the target on the objective has been assessed as significantly positive.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 6: To maximise diversion of biodegradable municipal waste from landfill to meet national and regional targets.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

5. To reduce use of natural
resources e.g. energy

 Will it maximise resource efficiency
through re-use, recycling or
recovery?

 Will it reduce energy consumption?

++

Assessment of Effect:
The treatment options for biodegradable municipal waste envisaged by the Council are likely to improve resource
efficiency. IVC, AD and TAD provide compost and biofertiliser which can be used in agriculture. Furthermore,
organic waste treatment through AD produces biogas.
Organic waste constitutes 33,000 tonnes (19 per cent) of the total municipal waste and its full diversion from landfill
and treatment through the aforementioned technologies would significantly contribute to the objective.
Consequently the effect has been assessed as significantly positive.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It has been assumed that zero waste to landfill would be reached by 2025, in accordance with the Mayor’s targets
and that consequently 33,000 tonnes of organic waste would be treated through IVC, AD or TAD.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

6. To minimise flood risk,
protect surface and
groundwater quality

 Will it avoid water contamination
incidents?

 Will it minimise flood risk from all
sources of flooding? 0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

7. To protect, enhance and
create environments that
encourage and support
biodiversity

 Will it minimise the risk of adverse
impacts from hazardous waste and
contamination incidents on the
environment?

 Will it protect, enhance and increase
biodiversity and protect habitats?

0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 6: To maximise diversion of biodegradable municipal waste from landfill to meet national and regional targets.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

8. To improve air quality  Will it minimise emissions of air
pollutants arising from the collection,
transfer and treatment of municipal
wastes?

 Will it improve air quality?

 Will it reduce emissions of key
pollutants?

?

Assessment of Effect:
The effect of this target on the SEA Objective is unknown at this stage of the assessment as it is highly dependent
on which waste treatment/disposal option is taken forward by the Council. Kitchen waste would be treated at an AD
facility in Southwark under options 2, 3, 4 and 5 whilst option 6 would require the transport of waste to an IVC
facility in Sittingbourne, Kent.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is unknown which treatment/disposal option will be taken forward by the Council.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

9. To minimise HGV
movements and ensure
road safety

 Will it incorporate the proximity
principle and maximise self
sufficiency in the management of
waste?

 Will it ensure that road safety is not
impaired?

 Will it maximise transport efficiency
and minimise the need for transport?

?

Assessment of Effect:
Diverting waste from landfill would reduce associated collection vehicle movements. However, as it is envisaged
that this target would be delivered through the introduction of dedicated waste collection service, it is also likely to
lead to additional vehicle movements. The effects associated with this shift overall are uncertain.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The effect of potential changes/shifts in collection vehicle movements is unknown.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 6: To maximise diversion of biodegradable municipal waste from landfill to meet national and regional targets.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

10. To reduce waste
production and increase,
recycling and recovery
of waste

 Will it support the waste targets?

 Will it encourage responsible
disposal of electrical and hazardous
waste?

 Will it reduce consumption of
material and resources?

 Will it increase re-use, recycling and
recovery?

 Will it reduce per capita household
waste arisings?

 Will it maximise recycling of
commercial waste?

++

Assessment of Effect:
The target is aimed at diverting waste from landfill in accordance with national and regional targets. This includes
the Mayor’s target of zero waste to landfill by 2025 and would move materials up in the waste hierarchy (recovery).
The Council aims to achieve this target through the collection of food waste from residents and also recognises the
significant role commercial food waste plays in reaching this goal as 19,000 tonnes of organic waste comes from
the commercial sector. Consequently the Council recently introduced a dedicated food waste collection service on
a commercial basis to hotels, bars and restaurants in 2013. The Council further seeks to introduce a market food
collection service to target the large stream of food waste generated by Westminster’s street markets. The target is
anticipated to support the objective; therefore its effect has consequently been assessed as significantly positive.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

11. To protect and enhance
the historic environment
and architectural,
archaeological and
cultural heritage

 Will it protect heritage sites and
cultural value?

 Will it protect strategic views?

 Will it protect listed buildings and
their settings?

 Will it help preserve, enhance and
record archaeological features and
their settings?

0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

12. To enhance public realm
and street improvements

 Will it reduce litter?

 Will it enhance the quality of public
realm?

 Will it ensure efficient and quick
clean-up of public realm, particularly
from night life and events?

0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 6: To maximise diversion of biodegradable municipal waste from landfill to meet national and regional targets.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

13. To protect, enhance and
seek opportunities to
increase open space

 Will it improve open space?

 Will it protect and improve landscape
character?

 Will it minimise development on
greenfield sites?

0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective. However, it must be noted that minimising the amount of waste going
to landfill reduces the need for landfill space and could consequently minimise the need for development on
greenfield sites as well as conserve open spaces.
WCC currently makes use of the Wapseys Wood Landfill in Buckinghamshire run by Veolia. Veolia has requested a
Variation of Planning Consent to extend operations (including site restoration) until 2017. Veolia notes that void
space at the site was being consumed at a slower rate than initially anticipated due to the significant reduction of
waste landfilled wasted.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

14. To maintain economic
diversity, increase local
opportunity and support
sustainable economic
growth

 Will it promote investment?

 Will it mitigate raising residual waste
disposal costs?

 Will it increase market shares in the
commercial waste sector?

 Will it improve business
development and environment?

 Will it encourage new business start
ups, small businesses and
opportunities for local people?

 Will it promote business in key
sectors?

++

Assessment of Effect:
Maximising the amount of waste diverted from landfill is likely to have positive effects on the objective as it
mitigates raising waste disposal costs. Current figures from WRAP show that fees for organic waste disposal range
between £15 to £66, whilst gate fees at landfills range from £66 to £121. Furthermore, the treatment of organic
waste in AD facilities produces biogas which has potential to offset some disposal costs.
The collection of waste from hotels, bars, restaurants and food markets takes place on a commercial basis which is
likely to provide additional funds for the Council.
Due to the high potential for the reduction of expenditure as well as the potential for increasing the Council’s market
share, the effect of the target has been assessed as significantly positive.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Summary

Significant positive effects have been assessed against five SEA Objectives, namely community engagement (Objective 1), reduction of greenhouse gas emissions and the
use of natural resources (Objectives 4 and 5), reduce amounts of waste going to landfill (Objective 10) and associated economic benefits (Objective 14). Uncertainties remain
against three objectives mainly resulting from the unknown changes in transport requirements (Objectives 3, 8 and 9).
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Target 7: To minimise the environmental impact of managing Westminster’s municipal waste.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

1. To create cohesive, inclusive
and safe communities,
sufficiently engaged to support
reaching waste targets

 Will it encourage community engagement in
reaching waste targets?

 Will it support a feeling of safety in the
community?

+

Assessment of Effect:
This target seeks to minimise the environmental impact of managing Westminster’s municipal
waste. Reducing the adverse effects associated with environmental management would be
expected to have a positive effect on the community environment (through reduced nuisance,
noise disturbance and more effective management of visible wastes such as street litter).
However as some effects are inherently difficult to mitigate or avoid, it is likely that the target
would only result in a minor effect on the objective.
The management of waste includes the collection, transport processing or disposal and
monitoring of waste. Whilst community engagement will be required to achieve waste
management goals, the target has no direct relationship with the SEA Objective.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
None identified.

Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

2. To reduce crime and fear of
crime

 Will it discourage fly-tipping and other waste
offences?

 Will it encourage the provision of waste
storage space in new built residential and
commercial units?

 Will it encourage changes to existing
residential buildings which will ensure
provision of waste storage space?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target would not be expected to have a discernible effect on reducing waste related
offences. As a result, a neutral effect has been predicted.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
None identified.

Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 7: To minimise the environmental impact of managing Westminster’s municipal waste.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

3. To promote and improve health
and well being

 Will it minimise nuisance resulting from
odour?

 Will it minimize nuisance resulting from
noise?

 Will it avoid adverse effects on health and
well-being relating to air quality?

+

Assessment of Effect:
The transport, processing and treatment from waste emits pollutants which could have impacts
on health and well-being. This includes emissions of traffic related pollutant such as NO2 and
PM2.5 as well as pollutants emitted from waste treatment facilities.
In general, a target which reduces the environmental impact of managing waste would be likely
to result in less odour/noise nuisances and avoid deteriorations of air quality. However in
considering the treatment options for residual waste that are being considered by Westminster,
it is likely that the transportation and processing/treatment of waste at these facilities would be
likely to have adverse effects on the environment and thus limit opportunities to improve health
and well bring.
Accordingly, a positive effect has been predicted. This effect has not been assessed to be
significant as the target is unlikely to achieve a significant improvement in air quality or reduction
in nuisance.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
None identified.

Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 7: To minimise the environmental impact of managing Westminster’s municipal waste.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

4. To reduce greenhouse
emissions and support climate
change adaptation

 Will it reduce greenhouse gas emissions and
support emission targets?

 Will it promote the use of energy from
renewable sources?

 Will it be resilient to climate change and
maximise adaption?

 Will it reduce ozone depleting emissions?

++

Assessment of Effect:
Waste management has a high potential for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, which
is reflected in the Mayor's target of reducing emissions associated with waste management by
545,000 tonnes CO2eq (2015), 770,000 tonnes CO2eq (2020) and 1,000,000 tonnes CO2eq
(2031).
Decomposing of biodegradable waste in landfills under anaerobic conditions results in the
release of methane (CH4) into the atmosphere. Methane is estimated to have a global warming
potential approximately 20 to 25 times above that of carbon dioxide (CO2). Whilst other forms of
disposal such as Energy from Waste (EfW), Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT) and
Advanced Thermal Treatment (ATT) reduce the amount of waste going to landfill they still
require outputs to be landfilled (e.g. fly ash from EfW: 3 to 6 per cent). The Council envisages
the treatment of kitchen waste through technologies such as in-vessel composting (IVC) or
anaerobic digestion (AD). These technologies would generally help to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions.
Due to the high potential for reduction and greenhouse gas emissions as well as the
treatment/disposal options and targets envisaged by the Council, the effect has been assessed
as significantly positive.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 7: To minimise the environmental impact of managing Westminster’s municipal waste.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

5. To reduce use of natural
resources e.g. energy

 Will it maximise resource efficiency through
re-use, recycling or recovery?

 Will it reduce energy consumption?

+

Assessment of Effect:
There is a correlation between waste management options that are higher on the waste
management hierarchy and options with minor or negligible environmental impact. For example,
landfill can have several adverse effects (emissions, odour, biodiversity, water) and is low on
the waste hierarchy, while re-use does not generally give rise to significant environmental
effects.
Therefore it is expected that options which seek to minimise environmental impacts would have
positive effects on the use of natural resource objectives, as they would tend to be those options
that are higher up the waste management hierarchy (including reuse and recycling).
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

6. To minimise flood risk, protect
surface and groundwater quality

 Will it avoid water contamination incidents?

 Will it minimise flood risk from all sources of
flooding?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is not expected to have any effects on this objective.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
None identified.

Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

7. To protect, enhance and create
environments that encourage
and support biodiversity

 Will it minimise the risk of adverse impacts
from hazardous waste and contamination
incidents on the environment?

 Will it protect, enhance and increase
biodiversity and protect habitats? 0

Assessment of Effect:
Whilst this target is aimed at minimising environmental effects, the practicable effect of this on
biodiversity in Westminster would be negligible. As a result, a neutral effect has been expected.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 7: To minimise the environmental impact of managing Westminster’s municipal waste.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

8. To improve air quality  Will it minimise emissions of air pollutants
arising from the collection, transfer and
treatment of municipal wastes?

 Will it improve air quality?

 Will it reduce emissions of key pollutants?
?

Assessment of Effect:
As described under objective 3 waste processing, particularly transport and treatment/disposal
result in the emission of key pollutants such as NO2, PM2.4, SO2 and dioxins. It is likely that
minimising the environmental impact of waste management would result in a reduction of key
pollutant emissions and the subsequent improvement of air quality. However, quantifying these
emissions is not within the scope of the assessment. Consequently, the effect is uncertain at
this stage of the assessment.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
Changes in emissions of key pollutants.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

9. To minimise HGV movements
and ensure road safety

 Will it incorporate the proximity principle and
maximise self sufficiency in the management
of waste?

 Will it ensure that road safety is not
impaired?

 Will it maximise transport efficiency and
minimise the need for transport?

?

Assessment of Effect:
The strategy encompasses shifts in waste treatment away from residual waste disposal to re-
use, recycling and recovery. This is likely to result in shifts of collection vehicle movements
associated with the various waste streams; however, it is uncertain whether this will result in
increased or reduced vehicle movements.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is uncertain how shifts/changes in collection vehicle movements associated with the various
waste streams will affect the objective.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 7: To minimise the environmental impact of managing Westminster’s municipal waste.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

10. To reduce waste production and
increase, recycling and recovery
of waste

 Will it support the waste targets?

 Will it encourage responsible disposal of
electrical and hazardous waste?

 Will it reduce consumption of material and
resources?

 Will it increase re-use, recycling and
recovery?

 Will it reduce per capita household waste
arisings?

 Will it maximise recycling of commercial
waste?

+

Assessment of Effect:
The target would be expected to promote options which result in the re-use, recycling and
recovery of waste. These forms of waste management generally avoid adverse effects
associated with disposal.
The target would also be likely to support the responsible disposal of electrical and hazardous
waste.
However the target would not result in a reduction of waste generated.
Overall, a minor positive effect would be expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

11. To protect and enhance the
historic environment and
architectural, archaeological and
cultural heritage

 Will it protect heritage sites and cultural
value?

 Will it protect strategic views?

 Will it protect listed buildings and their
settings?

 Will it help preserve, enhance and record
archaeological features and their settings?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The option is not expected to have any effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

12. To enhance public realm and
street improvements

 Will it reduce litter?

 Will it enhance the quality of public realm?

 Will it ensure efficient and quick clean-up of
public realm, particularly from night life and
events?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The option is not expected to have any effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 7: To minimise the environmental impact of managing Westminster’s municipal waste.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

13. To protect, enhance and seek
opportunities to increase open
space

 Will it improve open space?

 Will it protect and improve landscape
character?

 Will it minimise development on greenfield
sites? 0

Assessment of Effect:
It is unlikely that this target will have any effect on this objective as there is little interference
between waste management activities and open space in Westminster.
In addition, methods to implement this option are not expected to have any positive or negative
effects on landscape character in Westminster.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

14. To maintain economic diversity,
increase local opportunity and
support sustainable economic
growth

 Will it promote investment?

 Will it mitigate raising residual waste
disposal costs?

 Will it increase market shares in the
commercial waste sector?

 Will it improve business development and
environment?

 Will it encourage new business start ups,
small businesses and opportunities for local
people?

 Will it promote business in key sectors?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Minimising the environmental impact of managing Westminster’s municipal waste is likely to
have positive effects on the economy objective. This is due to:

1. National policy such as the Landfill Tax which seek to avoid waste disposal due to the
adverse environmental effects associated with it

2. The inherent value in recyclable materials and outputs from some treatment options.
A positive effect has therefore been expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

Summary

Significant positive effects have been identified against one objective, namely the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions (Objective 4). The target has been assessed as
having minor positive effects on communities (Objective 1), health and well-being (Objective 3), increase in resource efficiency (Objective 5) as well as the reduction of



51

© AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited

waste arisings (Objective 10) and economic diversity (Objective 14). Uncertainties against two objectives related to the emission of key pollutants (Objective 8) and numbers
in HGV movements (Objective 9).
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Target 8: To meet the national recovery target of 67% by 2015 and 75% by 2020

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

1. To create cohesive, inclusive
and safe communities,
sufficiently engaged to support
reaching waste targets

 Will it encourage community
engagement in reaching waste targets?

 Will it support a feeling of safety in the
community?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Recovery in a strict sense includes: anaerobic digestion, IVC, incineration or other treatments that
produce fuels heat and power. However ‘Recovery’ as set out in the Waste Strategy for England 2007
includes recycling and composting as well.
Therefore, communities can help the Council achieve the national recovery target through greater
participation in recycling.
The introduction of kitchen waste collection services for some households and businesses is not likely to
help in reaching the recovery target as it is unlikely kitchen waste would be sent to landfill. The kitchen
waste collected will likely be treated at an EfW, AD or IVC facility, all of which constitute recovery.
Overall, the target would have a minor positive effect on this objective.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
None identified.

Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

2. To reduce crime and fear of
crime

 Will it discourage fly-tipping and other
waste offences?

 Will it encourage the provision of waste
storage space in new built residential
and commercial units?

 Will it encourage changes to existing
residential buildings which will ensure
provision of waste storage space?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target would not be expected to have a discernible effect on reducing waste related offences. As a
result, a neutral effect has been predicted.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
None identified.

Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 8: To meet the national recovery target of 67% by 2015 and 75% by 2020

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

3. To promote and improve
health and well being

 Will it minimise nuisance resulting from
odour?

 Will it minimize nuisance resulting from
noise?

 Will it avoid adverse effects on health
and well-being relating to air quality?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The recovery of waste can generate air quality, odour and noise issues. In general, the environmental
permitting regime seeks to reduce the risks associated with these issues to acceptable levels.
Therefore the achievement of this target is not likely to have any effect on nuisance, noise or air quality.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
None identified.

Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

4. To reduce greenhouse
emissions and support
climate change adaptation

 Will it reduce greenhouse gas emissions
and support emission targets?

 Will it promote the use of energy from
renewable sources?

 Will it be resilient to climate change and
maximise adaption?

 Will it reduce ozone depleting
emissions? ++

Assessment of Effect:
Waste management has a high potential for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, which is
reflected in the Mayor's target of reducing emissions associated with waste management by 545,000
tonnes CO2eq (2015), 770,000 tonnes CO2eq (2020) and 1,000,000 tonnes CO2eq (2031).
Decomposing of biodegradable waste in landfills under anaerobic conditions results in the release of
methane (CH4) into the atmosphere. Methane is estimated to have a global warming potential
approximately 20 to 25 times above that of carbon dioxide (CO2).
The recovery of waste avoids sending waste to landfill and thus the associated methane emissions.
Although some forms of treatment still result in emissions (such as EfW), other forms or recovery,
including recycling and anaerobic digestion, offset carbon emissions.
Overall, the target to meet national recovery rates would help to significantly reduce GHG emissions and
could also promote the use of energy from renewable sources.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 8: To meet the national recovery target of 67% by 2015 and 75% by 2020

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

5. To reduce use of natural
resources e.g. energy

 Will it maximise resource efficiency
through re-use, recycling or recovery?

 Will it reduce energy consumption?

+

Assessment of Effect:
The target would have a positive effect on this objective as it seeks to reduce the amount of waste
disposed to 25% by 2020. However it is likely that some waste authorities could achieve higher targets
than this, including Westminster.
Westminster only send a small amount of waste (less than 10%) to landfill and would therefore easily
meet this target.
Therefore although the effect of this target is generally positive, significant effects would only be expected
if higher recovery rates were adopted.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

6. To minimise flood risk,
protect surface and
groundwater quality

 Will it avoid water contamination
incidents?

 Will it minimise flood risk from all
sources of flooding? 0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is not expected to have any effects on this objective.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
None identified.

Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

7. To protect, enhance and
create environments that
encourage and support
biodiversity

 Will it minimise the risk of adverse
impacts from hazardous waste and
contamination incidents on the
environment?

 Will it protect, enhance and increase
biodiversity and protect habitats?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target is not expected to have any effects on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 8: To meet the national recovery target of 67% by 2015 and 75% by 2020

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

8. To improve air quality  Will it minimise emissions of air
pollutants arising from the collection,
transfer and treatment of municipal
wastes?

 Will it improve air quality?

 Will it reduce emissions of key
pollutants?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Waste management, particularly transport and treatment/disposal result in the emission of key pollutants
such as NO2, PM, SO2 and dioxins.
Although increasing recovery rates would lead to a reduction in emissions associated with disposal
(including transport emissions which would generally be higher as Westminster disposes of it waste in
Buckinghamshire), it is likely that recovery (including recycling) would generate similar levels of emissions
associated with transportation.
Treatment technologies (such as EfW) would also result in emissions.
In general, increasing recovery is not expected to improve air quality and a neutral effect is therefore
expected.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
Changes in emissions of key pollutants.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

9. To minimise HGV
movements and ensure road
safety

 Will it incorporate the proximity principle
and maximise self sufficiency in the
management of waste?

 Will it ensure that road safety is not
impaired?

 Will it maximise transport efficiency and
minimise the need for transport?

0

Assessment of Effect:
This target encompasses shifts in waste treatment away from residual waste disposal to re-use, recycling
and recovery. However as the Council already meets these targets, no major shift in waste treatment
would be expected.
A neutral effect is expected as a result.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is uncertain how shifts/changes in collection vehicle movements associated with the various waste
streams will affect the objective.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 8: To meet the national recovery target of 67% by 2015 and 75% by 2020

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

10. To reduce waste production
and increase, recycling and
recovery of waste

 Will it support the waste targets?

 Will it encourage responsible disposal of
electrical and hazardous waste?

 Will it reduce consumption of material
and resources?

 Will it increase re-use, recycling and
recovery?

 Will it reduce per capita household
waste arisings?

 Will it maximise recycling of commercial
waste?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The target would be expected to promote options which result in the re-use, recycling and recovery of
waste. However as Westminster already meets these targets, it would not promote an increase in re-
using, recycling and recovery.
As a result, a neutral effect is expected.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

11. To protect and enhance the
historic environment and
architectural, archaeological
and cultural heritage

 Will it protect heritage sites and cultural
value?

 Will it protect strategic views?

 Will it protect listed buildings and their
settings?

 Will it help preserve, enhance and
record archaeological features and their
settings?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The option is not expected to have any effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

12. To enhance public realm
and street improvements

 Will it reduce litter?

 Will it enhance the quality of public
realm?

 Will it ensure efficient and quick clean-
up of public realm, particularly from
night life and events?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The option is not expected to have any effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 8: To meet the national recovery target of 67% by 2015 and 75% by 2020

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

13. To protect, enhance and
seek opportunities to
increase open space

 Will it improve open space?

 Will it protect and improve landscape
character?

 Will it minimise development on
greenfield sites?

0

Assessment of Effect:
It is unlikely that this target will have any effect on this objective as there is little interaction between waste
management activities and open space in Westminster.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

14. To maintain economic
diversity, increase local
opportunity and support
sustainable economic
growth

 Will it promote investment?

 Will it mitigate raising residual waste
disposal costs?

 Will it increase market shares in the
commercial waste sector?

 Will it improve business development
and environment?

 Will it encourage new business start
ups, small businesses and opportunities
for local people?

 Will it promote business in key sectors?

+

Assessment of Effect:
By recovering waste, the Council will avoid high costs to dispose of waste at landfill,
In addition, recovery, along with re-use and recycling generates valuable resources which may help local
businesses or create employment opportunities.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

Summary

Significant positive effects are expected on the GHG emissions objective as the target would not only promote methods which would lower the amount of waste going to
landfill, but it may also help to implement recovery methods such as anaerobic digestion that would help offset GHG emissions. Minor positive effects are expected against
Objective 1 (Community Engagement), 5 (Use of Resources) and 14 (Economy). The majority of effects expected on the sustainability objectives as a result of this target
though would be neutral as no discernible effect was identified. Accordingly, neutral effects are expected against Objective 2 (Crime), Objective 3 (Health and Well-being),
Objective 6 (Flood Risk), Objective 7 (Biodiversity), Objective 8 (Air Quality), Objective 10 (Waste), Objective 11 (Historic Environment), Objective 12 (Public Realm) and
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Objective 13 (Open Space). Although it would seem that positive effects should be expected under Objective 10 (Waste), the target would not promote a shift in current
waste disposal, as more than 90% of MSW collected in Westminster is already recovered.  No negative effects, significant or minor are expected as a result of the
implementation of this objective.
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Target 9: To maximise the treatment of waste within Greater London where practical to do so.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

1. To create cohesive, inclusive
and safe communities,
sufficiently engaged to support
reaching waste targets

 Will it encourage community engagement in
reaching waste targets?

 Will it support a feeling of safety in the
community? 0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

2. To reduce crime and fear of
crime

 Will it discourage fly-tipping and other waste
offences?

 Will it encourage the provision of waste
storage space in new built residential and
commercial units?

 Will it encourage changes to existing
residential buildings which will ensure
provision of waste storage space?

0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

3. To promote and improve health
and well being

 Will it minimise nuisance resulting from
odour?

 Will it minimize nuisance resulting from
noise?

 Will it avoid adverse effects on health and
well-being relating to air quality?

?

Assessment of Effect:
Treating waste within London is not likely to result in a change of required collection vehicle
movements and associated nuisance (i.e. noise).  Reducing transport routes is likely to result
in improved air quality on a wider scale but could also result in additional vehicle emissions of
pollutants in other parts of Greater London. Whether this could have impacts on health is
dependent on associated transport routes and whether these would lead through Air Quality
Management Areas (AQMAs). Furthermore, emissions from transport are dependent on
various factors such as the vehicles themselves, required frequency of movement and nature
of the journey (e.g. stationary, congestion, etc.).  Overall, the effect of the target on the
objective has consequently been assessed as uncertain.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
Transport routes and potential cumulative effects in areas designated as AQMAs are unknown.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 9: To maximise the treatment of waste within Greater London where practical to do so.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

4. To reduce greenhouse
emissions and support climate
change adaptation

 Will it reduce greenhouse gas emissions and
support emission targets?

 Will it promote the use of energy from
renewable sources?

 Will it be resilient to climate change and
maximise adaption?

 Will it reduce ozone depleting emissions?
+

Assessment of Effect:
The majority of waste would be treated within Greater London under treatment/disposal options
1 and 2, with some waste having to be transported to the Wapsey Wood Landfill in
Buckinghamshire. Option 3 would send treated waste in form of Refuse-Derived Fuel (RDF) or
Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF) to Vlaardingen, Netherlands. The treatment of waste would be
fully effected in London under Options 4, 5 and 6. The Council has expressed that the
preferred treatment option is Option 5 (AD and EfW (with CHP)) which is likely to have a minor
positive effect on the SEA Objective as shown in the carbon assessment.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

5. To reduce use of natural
resources e.g. energy

 Will it maximise resource efficiency through
re-use, recycling or recovery?

 Will it reduce energy consumption?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Treating waste within London is likely to have a minor positive effect on the objective through
minimising transport routes and associated requirements for fuel (i.e. energy). The options are
described above (SEA Objective 5).
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

6. To minimise flood risk, protect
surface and groundwater quality

 Will it avoid water contamination incidents?

 Will it minimise flood risk from all sources of
flooding?

0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 9: To maximise the treatment of waste within Greater London where practical to do so.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

7. To protect, enhance and create
environments that encourage
and support biodiversity

 Will it minimise the risk of adverse impacts
from hazardous waste and contamination
incidents on the environment?

 Will it protect, enhance and increase
biodiversity and protect habitats?

0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

8. To improve air quality  Will it minimise emissions of air pollutants
arising from the collection, transfer and
treatment of municipal wastes?

 Will it improve air quality?

 Will it reduce emissions of key pollutants? ?

Assessment of Effect:
Reducing transport routes is likely to result in improved air quality on a wider scale but could
also result in additional emissions of pollutants in other parts of Greater London. Whether this
could have impacts on health is dependent on associated transport routes and whether these
would lead through Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs). Consequently the effect of the
target on the objective has been assessed as uncertain.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
Transport routes and potential cumulative effects in areas designated as AQMAs are unknown.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

9. To minimise HGV movements
and ensure road safety

 Will it incorporate the proximity principle and
maximise self sufficiency in the management
of waste?

 Will it ensure that road safety is not
impaired?

 Will it maximise transport efficiency and
minimise the need for transport?

+

Assessment of Effect:
The effect of the target on the SEA Objective has been assessed as minor positive as it would
incorporate the proximity principle and maximise self sufficiency through the treatment of waste
in Greater London.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 9: To maximise the treatment of waste within Greater London where practical to do so.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

10. To reduce waste production and
increase, recycling and recovery
of waste

 Will it support the waste targets?

 Will it encourage responsible disposal of
electrical and hazardous waste?

 Will it reduce consumption of material and
resources?

 Will it increase re-use, recycling and
recovery?

 Will it reduce per capita household waste
arising?

 Will it maximise recycling of commercial
waste?

0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

11. To protect and enhance the
historic environment and
architectural, archaeological and
cultural heritage

 Will it protect heritage sites and cultural
value?

 Will it protect strategic views?

 Will it protect listed buildings and their
settings?

 Will it help preserve, enhance and record
archaeological features and their settings?

0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

12. To enhance public realm and
street improvements

 Will it reduce litter?

 Will it enhance the quality of public realm?

 Will it ensure efficient and quick clean-up of
public realm, particularly from night life and
events?

0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Target 9: To maximise the treatment of waste within Greater London where practical to do so.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

13. To protect, enhance and seek
opportunities to increase open
space

 Will it improve open space?

 Will it protect and improve landscape
character?

 Will it minimise development on Greenfield
sites?

0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

14. To maintain economic diversity,
increase local opportunity and
support sustainable economic
growth

 Will it promote investment?

 Will it mitigate raising residual waste
disposal costs?

 Will it increase market shares in the
commercial waste sector?

 Will it improve business development and
environment?

 Will it encourage new business start ups,
small businesses and opportunities for local
people?

 Will it promote business in key sectors?

0

Assessment of Effect:
A neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

Summary

Minor positive effects have been identified against three objectives: The reduction of greenhouse gas emissions and resource consumption (Objectives 4 and 5) as well
incorporating the proximity principle into waste treatment (Objective 9). The effect of the target has been assessed as uncertain on two objectives (Objectives 3 and 8) it is
possible that treatment within Greater London could result in increased emissions of key pollutants in AQMAs which are currently not affected by the waste management of
WCC.
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Option 1: EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 The majority of residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer
Station (WTS).

 Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA) will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (7%) would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire. This will be transported via road from the Brent WTS
 6,000 tonnes per annum of street cleaning waste will delivered to the Riverside Resource Recovery facility (RFF) at Belvedere in the London Borough of Bexley.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

1. To create cohesive, inclusive
and safe communities,
sufficiently engaged to support
reaching waste targets

 Will it encourage community
engagement in reaching waste targets?

 Will it support a feeling of safety in the
community? 0

Assessment of Effect:
The option is not expected to have any effect on encouraging communities to reach waste
targets.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
None
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

2. To reduce crime and fear of
crime

 Will it discourage fly-tipping and other
waste offences?

 Will it encourage the provision of waste
storage space in new built residential
and commercial units?

 Will it encourage changes to existing
residential buildings which will ensure
provision of waste storage space?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The option is not expected to have any effect on waste related offences or the provision of
waste storage space in new or existing residential and commercial building.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

3. To promote and improve health
and well being

 Will it minimise nuisance resulting from
odour?

 Will it minimize nuisance resulting from
noise?

 Will it avoid adverse effects on health
and well-being relating to air quality?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, the majority of waste would be processed and treated at two energy from
waste facilities: the SELCHP facility and the Riverside RRF.
Waste going to the SELCHP facility will either go directly or via the Brent WTS. The SELCHP
facility is 5 miles from Westminster and the SELCHP facility is 15 miles from the Brent WTS.
Waste going to the Riverside RRF will be loaded onto a barge at the Cringle Dock WTS. The
Cringle Dock is 2.7 miles from Westminster. From the Cringle Dock, the waste will be
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Option 1: EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 The majority of residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer
Station (WTS).

 Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA) will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (7%) would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire. This will be transported via road from the Brent WTS
 6,000 tonnes per annum of street cleaning waste will delivered to the Riverside Resource Recovery facility (RFF) at Belvedere in the London Borough of Bexley.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

transported in sealed containers in barges of 300 tonne capacity which are pulled by lugs. The
use of river barges will avoid HGV movements in central London.
Some waste would also be sent to landfill at Wapseys Wood in Buckinghamshire. This would
be transported via the Brent WTS, a total journey of 19.9 miles from Westminster.
The SELCHP and Riverside facilities can be expected to comply with Industrial Emissions
Directive (Directive 2010/75/EU). This is a re-cast of the Waste Incineration Directive
(2000/76/EC) and imposes strict operating and technical requirements on incineration plants in
order to limit emissions which could pose risks to human health. The enforcement of the
Industrial Emissions Directive is undertaken by the Environment Agency through the
Environmental Permitting regime. The key requirements of the Directive for the operation of an
incineration plant are:
-a minimum combustion temperature (8500c) and residence time (2 seconds) of the resulting
combustion products
-Specific emission limits for the release to the atmosphere of the following: Sulphur Dioxide;
Nitrogen Oxide and Dioxide; Hydrogen Chloride; Hydrogen Fluoride; Carbon Monoxide; Dust;
Heavy Metals; and dioxins and furans.
The Health Protection Agency (HPA, now part of Public Health England) has not identified any
discernible human health effects associated with well managed MSW incinerators in the UK.
However, in light of public concerns regarding emissions from the facility more than decade
ago, an independent air quality report was commissioned by the facilities operators in 20001.
The Assessment concluded that pollution around the site of the facility appears mainly to be
due to vehicular activity and that most measured pollutant levels (e.g. SO2, dioxins and furans)

1 Oakwood Environmental Services (2000) Report on the Air Quality in the Vicinity of the South East London Combined Heat and Power Facility. Available from: http://www.selchp.co.uk/about-selchp/
(accessed on 09.09.2013)
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Option 1: EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 The majority of residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer
Station (WTS).

 Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA) will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (7%) would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire. This will be transported via road from the Brent WTS
 6,000 tonnes per annum of street cleaning waste will delivered to the Riverside Resource Recovery facility (RFF) at Belvedere in the London Borough of Bexley.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

were low when compared to published data for other monitoring sites around the London area.
Data publicly available for emissions from the SELCHP facility for August 2013 indicate that all
regulated emissions were below the permitted output level.2 Data publicly available for
emissions from the Riverside facility for the months between January to July 2013 indicate that
all regulated emissions were below the permitted output level, save for Carbon Monoxide levels
in May which were slightly above the half hour average maximum allowable limit.3

Overall however in light of the strict regulatory regime covering emissions from incinerators,
adverse effects on human health are not expected under this option and a neutral effect is
therefore predicted on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
-Westminster is located in London’s Low Emissions Zone and as a result, offered favourable
weighting in the previous waste collection contract tender evaluation process for waste
management operations that could meet the requirements of the LEZ. The sucessful tenderer
introduced a new fleet of vehicles to met the Euro IV standard and were fitted with catalytic
converters and particulate traps. In addition, these vehicles were capable of using ultra-low
sulphur diesel. The use of such measures on the kitchen waste collection service vehicles
would be likely to help reduce the emissions of pollutants and minimise any effects on human
health.
-Noise emitted from collection vehicles may be difficult to reduce due to operational or safety
reasons. Noise generated at facilities may be reduced by design features.

2 http://www.selchp.co.uk/your-waste/waste-from-local-authorities/our-emissions/
3 http://www.coryenvironmental.co.uk/page/rrremissions13.htm (accessed on 09.09.2013)
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Option 1: EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 The majority of residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer
Station (WTS).

 Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA) will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (7%) would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire. This will be transported via road from the Brent WTS
 6,000 tonnes per annum of street cleaning waste will delivered to the Riverside Resource Recovery facility (RFF) at Belvedere in the London Borough of Bexley.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

4. To reduce greenhouse
emissions and support climate
change adaptation

 Will it reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and support emission
targets?

 Will it promote the use of energy from
renewable sources?

 Will it be resilient to climate change and
maximise adaption?

 Will it reduce ozone depleting
emissions?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The Mayor wants London’s municipal waste management to move from being a net contributor
to climate change to an activity that plays a key role in achieving significant climate change
mitigation and energy savings benefits.  In order to achieve this, the Mayor has developed two
tools:

1. The Emissions Performance Standard (EPS) is a metric that will help inform the way
waste authorities undertake their functions, aiming to ensure the collection;
treatment; energy generation; and final disposal of municipal waste collectively
achieve the greatest CO2 eq savings.  The Mayor has set an EPS level of -
130kgCO2eq/t waste managed by 2015, rising to -190 kgCO2eq/t waste managed by
2020 and -240 kgCO2eq/t waste managed by 2031.

2. The Carbon Intensity Floor is a minimum CO2 eq emissions performance for energy
generated from London’s municipal waste. London’s waste authorities will need to
ensure that energy generated from their municipal waste meets the carbon intensity
floor, or demonstrate that there are steps in place to meet it in the near future.

Lifecycle CO2 eq performance
Lifecycle CO2eq performance for London’s municipal waste activities in 2009/2010 (as set out
in the Mayor’s Waste Strategy) offers a good indication of the performance of waste
management activities in comparison with one another.
The results show that landfill resulted in emissions of 0.26 ktCO2eq per ktpa of waste
managed. However this drops to 0.056 ktCO2eq per ktpa of waste managed for Incineration.
As this option would involve treating waste in line with current operations, it is not likely to
reduce in a reduction of CO2 associated waste management.
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Option 1: EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 The majority of residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station
(WTS).

 Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA) will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (7%) would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire. This will be transported via road from the Brent WTS
 6,000 tonnes per annum of street cleaning waste will delivered to the Riverside Resource Recovery facility (RFF) at Belvedere in the London Borough of Bexley.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

Carbon Intensity Floor
As outlined above, the Mayor has set a minimum CO2 emissions performance target and London’s
waste authorities will need to ensure that energy generated from their waste meets this minimum
performance. The Mayor’s Waste Strategy notes that this approach will rule out traditional mass-
burn incineration techniques and will encourage a move towards cleaner, efficient energy
generation from low carbon waste material in the form of heat, power and transport fuel.
In addition, the Mayor has set a target for London to generate 25% of its energy requirements in
work places and homes from low carbon decentralised energy by 2025.
The Renewable Energy Directive (RED) requires the UK to source at least 15% of its total energy
from renewables by 2020. To meet this target, the Government has estimated that renewable
sources will need to contribute:
-At least 32% of the UK’s electricity (with one third coming from biomass)
-At least 12% of the UK’s heat requirements
-At least 10% of the UK’s road transport fuel requirements.
The Mayor has set a target of generating as much energy as practicable from London’s organic
and non-recycled waste in a way that is no more polluting in carbon terms than the energy source
it is replacing. This is estimated to be possible for about 40% of London’s municipal waste after
recycling or composting targets are achieved by 2031.
The marginal source of electricity which is considered to be displaced is the combined cycle gas
turbine plant. This plant typically generates electricity at a carbon intensity of about 393 grams of
CO2 per kWh of electricity produced. As a result, the Carbon Intensity Floor has set by the GLA at
400 grams of CO2 per kWh of electricity produced.
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Option 1: EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 The majority of residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station
(WTS).

 Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA) will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (7%) would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire. This will be transported via road from the Brent WTS
 6,000 tonnes per annum of street cleaning waste will delivered to the Riverside Resource Recovery facility (RFF) at Belvedere in the London Borough of Bexley.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

Indicative requirements for achieving the Carbon Intensity Floor published in the Mayor’s waste
strategy illustrate that Incinerator (no CHP) would need to be 28% efficient in terms of electricity
generation and have a caloric value of 69% from untreated waste. Although modelling has not
been carried out, it is unlikely that the SELCHP facility would operate to this electricity efficiency
level and therefore would not meet the Carbon Intensity Floor
Overall, the effect on the GHG emissions objective is neutral as the option would not result in any
decreases in the level of emissions associated with waste management activities in Westminster.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The EPS and Carbon Intensity Floor have not been calculated for this option.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

5. To reduce use of natural
resources e.g. energy

 Will it maximise resource effieciency
through re-use, recycling or recovery?

 Will it reduce energy consumption?

+

Assessment of Effect:
The standard approach for the recovery of energy from the incineration of MSW is to utilise the
combustion heat through a boiler to generate steam. Of the total available energy in the waste up
to 80% can be retrieved in the boiler to produce steam. The steam can be used for the generation
of power via a steam turbine and/or used for heating.
The electricity generated can be supplied to the national grid for sale and distribution while the
heat can be used for local district heating (residential and/or commercial properties) or local
industrial processes.
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Option 1: EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 The majority of residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station
(WTS).

 Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA) will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (7%) would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire. This will be transported via road from the Brent WTS
 6,000 tonnes per annum of street cleaning waste will delivered to the Riverside Resource Recovery facility (RFF) at Belvedere in the London Borough of Bexley.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

An energy recovery plant that produces both heat and power is commonly referred to as a
Combined Heat and Power (CHP) Plant and this is the most efficient option for utilising recovered
energy from waste via a steam boiler.4

The SELCHP facility treats 420,000 tonnes of waste per annum and generates 35 MW of
electricity. In addition SELCHP is expected to provide heat and hot water to five residential estates
in Southwark from late 2013.
The Riverside facility treats 670,000 tonnes of waste per annum and provides circa 66 MW of
electricity to the grid.
Both EfW facilities will also produce IBA. The use of IBA as a secondary aggregate will lead to a
reduction in the use of virgin materials in the construction and building industry.
Some waste will go to landfill as it cannot be treated at the EfW facilities. Although some of this
waste will not be recyclable or may be hazardous, it is likely that some could be treated higher up
the waste hierarchy and therefore the resource value will not be maximised.
Overall, however option promotes the use of treatment methods which would produce valuable
outputs and would result in a decrease in the use of natural resources and virgin materials.
As a result, a minor positive effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that SELCHP will be able to export heat from 2013/2014.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

4 DEFRA (2013) Incineration of Municipal Solid Waste. Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/221036/pb13889-incineration-municipal-waste.pdf
(accessed on 11.09.2013)
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Option 1: EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 The majority of residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station
(WTS).

 Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA) will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (7%) would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire. This will be transported via road from the Brent WTS
 6,000 tonnes per annum of street cleaning waste will delivered to the Riverside Resource Recovery facility (RFF) at Belvedere in the London Borough of Bexley.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

6. To minimise flood risk, protect
surface and groundwater quality

 Will it avoid water contamination
incidents?

 Will it minimise flood risk from all sources
of flooding? 0

Assessment of Effect:
The option is not expected to have any effect on water quality or flood risk.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

7. To protect, enhance and create
environments that encourage
and support biodiversity

 Will it minimise the risk of adverse impacts
from hazardous waste and contamination
incidents on the environment?

 Will it protect, enhance and increase
biodiversity and protect habitats?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Waste management activites may affect biodiversity through (i) habitat loss, (ii) disturbance or (iii)
incresase in vermin.
As this option would not involve new infrastructure, no habitat loss is expected. Waste collection
and disposal would generally be of a similar nature to current operations and therefore an increase
in disturbance is not expected.
Overall, a neutral effect is expected on the biodiversity objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 1: EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 The majority of residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station
(WTS).

 Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA) will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (7%) would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire. This will be transported via road from the Brent WTS
 6,000 tonnes per annum of street cleaning waste will delivered to the Riverside Resource Recovery facility (RFF) at Belvedere in the London Borough of Bexley.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

8. To improve air quality  Will it minimise emissions of air pollutants
arising from the collection, transfer and
treatment of municipal wastes?

 Will it improve air quality?

 Will it reduce emissions of key pollutants?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, pollutants would be emitted by HGV collection vehicles and at the two treatment
facilities.
Vehicle emissions have generally be lowered in Westminster in recent years in order to meet the
Euro IV standard. Vehicles have also been fitted with catalytic converters, particulate traps and use
ultra-low sulphur diesel.
Vehicle movements are likely to increase slightly in line with waste growth forecasts for
Westminster. By 2031, it is expected that an additional 24k tonnes will be collected and treated by
the Council. This would result in additional vehicle movements although the adverse effects of
these movements could be mitigated by measures outlined above.
No significant air quality impacts have been associated with either SELCHP or the Riverside
facility. Although this option would result in treating more waste than under current operations, this
is not likely to have adverse effects on local air quality.
As a result, a neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 1: EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 The majority of residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station
(WTS).

 Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA) will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (7%) would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire. This will be transported via road from the Brent WTS
 6,000 tonnes per annum of street cleaning waste will delivered to the Riverside Resource Recovery facility (RFF) at Belvedere in the London Borough of Bexley.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

9. To minimise HGV movements
and ensure road safety

 Will it incorporate the proximity principle
and maximise self sufficiency in the
management of waste?

 Will it ensure that road safety is not
impaired?

 Will it maximise transport efficiency and
minimise the need for transport?

-/+

Assessment of Effect:
The Mayor’s Waste Strategy highlights that about 40% of London’s municipal waste is bulked up
for treatment or landfill outside of London.
Under the Mayor’s London Plan (the spatial strategy for London), boroughs are required to identify
sufficient land to provide capacity to manage the apportioned tonnages of waste. Studies
undertaken by the Mayor of London indicate that the ‘land take’ of waste facilities required in
Westminster in order to meet its waste apportionment is 3 ha. The Westminster Waste Evidence
Base failed to identify any suitable sites to meet the London Waste apportionment5. Therefore, due
to the practical constraints of a lack of a suitable site, the Council does not manage waste within
Westminster; however, it should nonetheless seek to ensure that waste is managed as close as
possible to where it is generated.
Under this option, most residual waste would be transported to the SELCHP facility, either directly
or via the Brent WTS. This would be similar to current operations. Waste being treated at the
Riverside facility would be transported via river barges from Cringle Dock. Although HGV
movements would still be required (to transport the waste from Westminster to Cringle Dock), the
use of river barges would reduce HGV movements.
Small amounts of waste would also be transported by road to Wapseys Wood landfill in
Buckinghamshire via the Brent WTS. This is a trip of just under 20 miles by road.
Overall, the majority of waste would be treated at locations in London. However some waste would
be sent a relatively long distance (Buckingamshire). Proposals to utilise river barges would reduce
the distances covered by HGV movements. A mixed score of minor positive/minor negative is
therefore expected.

5 City of Westminster (2009) Core Strategy- Waste Evidence Base
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Option 1: EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 The majority of residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station
(WTS).

 Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA) will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (7%) would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire. This will be transported via road from the Brent WTS
 6,000 tonnes per annum of street cleaning waste will delivered to the Riverside Resource Recovery facility (RFF) at Belvedere in the London Borough of Bexley.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

Assumption and Uncertainties:
Charing Cross has been used as an indicative location in Westminster in order to calculate
distances to facilities.
Routes used to calculate distances are:
-Westminster to SELCHP: A2/Old Kent Road
-Westminster to Cringe Dock: A3212/A3036
-Cringle Dock to Riverside RRF: n/a river barge on the Thames
-Brent Road WTS to Wapseys Wood: A40
Mitigation Measures:
Transport Plans should be adopted to ensure road safety is not impaired and trunk roads are used
as much as possible.

10. To reduce waste production and
increase, recycling and recovery
of waste

 Will it support the waste targets?

 Will it encourage responsible disposal of
electrical and hazardous waste?

 Will it reduce consumption of material and
resources?

 Will it increase re-use, recycling and
recovery?

 Will it reduce per capita household waste
arisings?

 Will it maximise recycling of commercial
waste?

+

Assessment of Effect:
The Mayor of London’s key waste targets generally propose to:
-Achieve zero municipal waste direct to landfill by 2025
-Reduce the amount of household waste produced per annum
-Increase reuse and repair capacity
-Increase recycling and composting rates
-Cut GHG emissions associated with municipal waste management.
-To generate as much energy from London’s organic and non-recycled waste in a way that is no
more polluting in carbon terms than the energy source it is replacing.
This option would not have any effect on reducing the amount of household waste produced,
increasing reuse and repair capacity or increasing recycling and composting rates.
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Option 1: EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 The majority of residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station
(WTS).

 Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA) will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (7%) would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire. This will be transported via road from the Brent WTS
 6,000 tonnes per annum of street cleaning waste will delivered to the Riverside Resource Recovery facility (RFF) at Belvedere in the London Borough of Bexley.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

The treatment of waste at EfW facilities generates electricity and heat, may help to meet the
Mayor’s target
In addition, the option would also help to contribute to the council continuing to meet the mayor’s
targets of not sending waste directly to landfill, generating as much energy as possible from
London’s organic and non-recycled waste and cutting GHG emissions.
However the option would not have any effect on meeting some of the Mayor’s targets, such as to
reduce the amount of household waste produced and increasing re-use and repair capacity.
Overall however the option would help to meet some of the regional waste targets and a minor
positive effect is predicted as a result.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

11. To protect and enhance the
historic environment and
architectural, archaeological and
cultural heritage

 Will it protect heritage sites and cultural
value?

 Will it protect strategic views?

 Will it protect listed buildings and their
settings?

 Will it help preserve, enhance and record
archaeological features and their
settings?

0

Assessment of Effect:
As the option would not require the construction of new facilities, no effects are expected on
strategic views.
Overall, a neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 1: EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 The majority of residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station
(WTS).

 Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA) will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (7%) would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire. This will be transported via road from the Brent WTS
 6,000 tonnes per annum of street cleaning waste will delivered to the Riverside Resource Recovery facility (RFF) at Belvedere in the London Borough of Bexley.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

12. To enhance public realm and
street improvements

 Will it reduce litter?

 Will it enhance the quality of public realm?

 Will it ensure efficient and quick clean-up
of public realm, particularly from night life
and events?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The option would not have any effect on the collection of litter.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

13. To protect, enhance and seek
opportunities to increase open
space

 Will it improve open space?

 Will it protect and improve landscape
character?

 Will it minimise development on greenfield
sites?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, no new major waste management facilities would be required. No effects are
expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

14. To maintain economic diversity,
increase local opportunity and
support sustainable economic
growth

 Will it promote investment?

 Will it mitigate raising residual waste
disposal costs?

 Will it increase market shares in the
commercial waste sector?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Median Gate Fees for the main forms of treatment in 2012/2013 (£ per tonne) are as follows6:
-Anerobic Digestion: £41
-IVC: £46

6 WRAP (2013) Gate Fees Report 2013. Available from: http://www.wrap.org.uk/sites/files/wrap/Gate_Fees_Report_2013_h%20%282%29.pdf (accessed on 11.09.2013)
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Option 1: EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 The majority of residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station
(WTS).

 Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA) will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (7%) would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire. This will be transported via road from the Brent WTS
 6,000 tonnes per annum of street cleaning waste will delivered to the Riverside Resource Recovery facility (RFF) at Belvedere in the London Borough of Bexley.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

 Will it improve business development and
environment?

 Will it encourage new business start ups,
small businesses and opportunities for
local people?

 Will it promote business in key sectors?

-MBT: £76
-EfW: (local authority data for pre 2000 facilities): £58
-EfW: (Defra Gate fee data <200kt): £111
-Landfill: (non hazardous gate fee plus landfill tax): £93
In addition, the Mayor has identified gate fees for landfill and incineration. Once landfill tax and
collection costs are taken into consideration, the total cost for landfill is £142/tonne but only
£138/tonne for incineration.
These costs are only indicative and are subject to market fluctuations. Although market fluctuations
affect the ability to accurately predict future costs, landfill tax in the short term is more definitive
and between 2011 to 2014 is set to rise from £50/tonne to £80.
As IVC gate fees are generally low and would have positive effects on protecting the Council from
rising residual waste costs.
Overall, this option is expected to have a positive effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is not possible to predict exact future gate fees for waste disposal options.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 2: AD, MBT/RDF (UK)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste will be
transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be treated at the Old Kent Road Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility (MBT) that is part of the Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF).
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the MBT facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

1. To create cohesive, inclusive
and safe communities,
sufficiently engaged to support
reaching waste targets

 Will it encourage community engagement
in reaching waste targets?

 Will it support a feeling of safety in the
community?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, kitchen waste from 50,000 residential properties and 4,000 commercial
properties would have to be collected seperately. This would represent a considerable shift in how
these residents and business store and dispose of kitchen waste. In order to obtain high capture
rates, sustained participation would be required. It is likely that in order to achieve this
participation, substantial community engagement and participation would be required from these
households and businesses. Particular focus would be needed to reach some members of the
community, such as areas of high linguistic and cultural diversity, or areas with high population
turnover.
Overall, the option is expected to have a positive effect on the objective.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that kitchen waste collection will be rolled out to 50,000 residential properties and
4,000 commercial properties.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

2. To reduce crime and fear of
crime

 Will it discourage fly-tipping and other
waste offences?

 Will it encourage the provision of waste
storage space in new built residential and
commercial units?

 Will it encourage changes to existing
residential buildings which will ensure
provision of waste storage space?

0

Assessment of Effect:
In order to implement this option, kitchen waste would require seperate storage from other
domestic waste. Collections for kitchen waste would be kerbside, once a week.  This is not likely to
either promote or discourage the commissioning of waste related offences.
Other collection services would remain unchanged from current arrangements and it is not
therefore likely that the number of fly-tippiing or other waste offences would increase.
Kitchen waste is typically stored in 5-10l caddies. It is unlikely that this option would encourage
developers of new residential and commercial buildings to provide additional storage for waste.
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Option 2: AD, MBT/RDF (UK)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste will be
transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be treated at the Old Kent Road Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility (MBT) that is part of the Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF).
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the MBT facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

As a result, a neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

3. To promote and improve
health and well being

 Will it minimise nuisance resulting from
odour?

 Will it minimize nuisance resulting from
noise?

 Will it avoid adverse effects on health and
well-being relating to air quality?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, waste would be processed and treated at two separate facilities: an AD facility in
Dagenham and the Old Kent Road IWMF.
Kitchen waste will be transported to the Dagenham AD facility via the Old Kent Road IWMF. The
Old Kent Road IWMF is 3.8 miles from Westminster and it is a further 11.9 miles from the Old Kent
Road IWMF to Dagenham Dock.
Residual waste will also be transported to the Old Kent Road IWMF. As outlined above, this is 3.8
miles from central Westminster.
A small amount of residual waste that cannot be treated at the Old Kent Road IWMF will be
transported by road to the Wapsey’s Wood landfill in Buckinghamshire.
Additional mileage is expected under this option compared with current operations. This is
attrributable to the transportation of kitchen waste to the AD facility in Dagenham. This additional
milage would result in increased fuel consumption and resulting emissions; however, given the
number of trips involved, the ambient air quality, and the improved emission performance of
collection vehicles, any increase in emissions would have negligible effects on air quality.
Anaerobic Digestion (AD) is a biological treatment process that breaks down
biodegradable/organic waste, using little or no oxygen, to produce biogas and fertiliser. The biogas
that is produced during this process can be used to generate electricity and heat. A typical
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Option 2: AD, MBT/RDF (UK)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste will be
transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be treated at the Old Kent Road Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility (MBT) that is part of the Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF).
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the MBT facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

anaerobic digester is a series of vessels, in which bacteria act without oxygen. The organic
material contents are prepared for the process via maceration equipment, the shredded material is
introduced to the system where it is mixed with already active waste and heated to the correct
temperature.
AD may generate potentially significant impacts including noise, odour and air alhtough these are
usually highly controllable and can be mitigated against through good  design. Although AD
facilities produce nitrogen dioxides, emissions from AD plants are generally lower than other forms
of waste disposal.7

The Odour Impact Assessment for the AD plant in Dagenham noted that the facility would be fully
enclosed within an odour extracted building envelope and all potentially odorous materials
associated with the AD plant will be held in covered and odour extracted tanks, with the exception
of the digestion reaction vessels which will be sealed to facilitate gas production and collection.
The Assessment concluded that highest predicted odour impact at any of the identified discrete
receptors is a 98th percentile hourly mean odour concentration of 0.5 ouE/m3.This is well below the
precautionary 1.5 ouE/m3 benchmark suggested in Environment Agency guidance8. Consultations
with the Barking and Dagenham Environmental Protection Team were also held for the planning
application for this facility. The consultation document noted that commercial scale composting
activities tend to generate large amounts of bioaerosols and that these are likely to contain human
allergans and pathogens. These have the potential to have effects on respiratory health and may
cause headaches. The Environmental Protection Team noted that bioaerosols from  composting
activites decline rapildly within the first 100m of a site and generally decline to background levels
within 250m. Overall, the Council agreed with the findings of the SSBRA which concluded that the
‘risks to potentially sensitive receptors are low to zero and it is unlikely that emissions would cause
significant health effects.

7 DEFRA (2004), “Review of Environmental and Health Effects of Waste Management: Municipal Solid Waste and Similar Wastes”
8 ADAS (2010) An Odour Impact Assessment of the Proposed TEG InVessel Composting and Anaerobic Digestion Facility at Choats Road, Dagenham
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Option 2: AD, MBT/RDF (UK)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste will be
transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be treated at the Old Kent Road Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility (MBT) that is part of the Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF).
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the MBT facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

MBT is a residual waste management treatment process that involves both mechanical and
biological treatment.  The MBT plant at the Old Kent Road is part of the Integrated Waste
Management Facility (IWMF) that became operational in January 2012. The IWMF includes a
Materials Recycling Faclity, MBT facility, a public Reuse and Recycling Centre and Education and
Visitor Centre. The Environmental Permit Application notes that the MBT installation, design,
infrastrucutre and procedures met the indicative BAT requirements as described in the
Environment Agency guidance ‘EPR S5.06: Guidance for the Recovery and Disposal of Hazadous
and Non-Hazardous Waste’. Once the IWMF was granted planning permission, a Community
Liaison Group’ was organised. Meeting minutes from March 2012 for this Community Liaison
Group highlight concerns regarding odours coming from the site. Veolia noted that this nuisance
was related to a design fault on the MBT vents and has since it has been addressed, no further
reports of smells have been reported. Veolia also highlighted the mitigation and control measures
in place to avoid odour issues. These include:
-Negative Pressure in MBT building
-Air Treatment System for MBT process to treat air
-Odour supression system
-No activites or unloading/storage of waste in open air
-Use of automatic roller shutter doors
-Regular trransfer of waste
-Dust supression system
In assessing the effect on the objective, it is necessary to consider whether nuisance related to
noise, odour   and adverse air quality would be likely to increase under this option. Broadly
speaking, by treating the waste at AD and MBT facilities, rather than EfW, would generally have
similar effects on health and well being
As a result, adverse effects on human health are not expected under this option and a neutral
effect is therefore predicted on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
Charing Cross has been used as an indicative location in Westminster in order to calculate
distances to facilities.
Routes used to calculate distances are:
-Westminster to SELCHP: A2/Old Kent Road
-Westminster to Old Kent Road IWMF: A2/Old Kent Road
-Old Kent Road IWMF to AD Facility: A13
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Option 2: AD, MBT/RDF (UK)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste will be
transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be treated at the Old Kent Road Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility (MBT) that is part of the Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF).
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the MBT facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

4. To reduce greenhouse
emissions and support climate
change adaptation

 Will it reduce greenhouse gas emissions
and support emission targets?

 Will it promote the use of energy from
renewable sources?

 Will it be resilient to climate change and
maximise adaption?

 Will it reduce ozone depleting emissions?

+

Assessment of Effect:
The Mayor wants London’s municipal waste management to move from being a net contributor to
climate change to an activity that plays a key role in achieving significant climate change mitigation
and energy savings benefits.  In order to achieve this, the Mayor has developed two tools:

3. The Emissions Performance Standard (EPS) is a metric that will help inform the way
waste authorities undertake their functions, aiming to ensure the collection; treatment;
energy generation; and final disposal of municipal waste collectively achieve the greatest
CO2 eq savings.  The Mayor has set an EPS level of -130kgCO2eq/t waste managed by
2015, rising to -190 kgCO2eq/t waste managed by 2020 and -240 kgCO2eq/t waste
managed by 2031.

4. The Carbon Intensity Floor is a minimum CO2 eq emissions performance for energy
generated from London’s municipal waste. London’s waste authorities will need to
ensure that energy generated from their municipal waste meets the carbon intensity
floor, or demonstrate that there are steps in place to meet it in the near future.

Lifecycle CO2 eq performance
Lifecycle CO2eq performance for London’s municipal waste activities in 2009/2010 (as set out in
the Mayor’s Waste Strategy) offers a good indication of the performance of waste management
activities in comparison with one another.
The results show that landfill resulted in emissions of 0.26 ktCO2eq per ktpa of waste managed.
However this drops to 0.056 ktCO2eq per ktpa of waste managed for Incineration.
Some waste management activities, including those in this option, offset emissions. Figures are
provided below for these activities (an offset in emissions is represented as a negative figure).
MBT: 296 ktpa of waste resulted in emissions of -3 ktCO2eq
AD: 11ktpa of waste resulted in emissions of -1 ktCO2eq
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Option 2: AD, MBT/RDF (UK)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste will be
transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be treated at the Old Kent Road Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility (MBT) that is part of the Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF).
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the MBT facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

This option has not used the GLA Calculator to estimate the EPS for this option. Therefore it is
uncertain whether the EPS performance levels set out by the Mayor will be met.
However based on indicative performances set out in the Mayor’s Waste Strategy, it is likely that
this option would result in less emissions of GHG than current operations.
Carbon Intensity Floor
As outlined above, the Mayor has set a minimum CO2 emissions performance target and London’s
waste authorities will need to ensure that energy generated from their waste meets this minimum
performance. The Mayor’s Waste Strategy notes that this approach will rule out traditional mass-
burn incineration techniques and will encourage a move towards cleaner, efficient energy
generation from low carbon waste material in the form of heat, power and transport fuel.
In addition, the Mayor has set a target for London to generate 25% of its energy requirements in
work places and homes from low carbon decentralised energy by 2025.
The Renewable Energy Directive (RED) requires the UK to source at least 15% of its total energy
from renewables by 2020. To meet this target, the Government has estimated that renewable
sources will need to contribute:
-At least 32% of the UK’s electricity (with one third coming from biomass)
-At least 12% of the UK’s heat requirements
-At least 10% of the UK’s road transport fuel requirements.
The Mayor has set a target of generating as much energy as practicable from London’s organic
and non-recycled waste in a way that is no more polluting in carbon terms than the energy source
it is replacing. This is estimated to be possible for about 40% of London’s municipal waste after
recycling or composting targets are achieved by 2031.
The marginal source of electricity which is considered to be displaced is the combined cycle gas
turbine plant. This plant typically generates electricity at a carbon intensity of about 393 grams of
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Option 2: AD, MBT/RDF (UK)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste will be
transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be treated at the Old Kent Road Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility (MBT) that is part of the Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF).
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the MBT facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

CO2 per kWh of electricity produced. As a result, the Carbon Intensity Floor has set by the GLA at
400 grams of CO2 per kWh of electricity produced.
The Mayor also notes that waste authorities sending organic waste for anaerobic digestion will be
able to offset its CO2 eq performance against other energy generation solutions for treating its
residual waste for meeting the carbon intensity floor.
Similar to above, the Carbon Intensity Floor has not been calculated for this option.
Overall, a positive effect is expected on this objective as it will promote the use of renewable
energy (AD) and seek to reduce GHG emissions associated with the management of
Westminster’s MSW.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
As noted above, the EPS and Carbon Intensity Floor have not been calculated for this option.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

5. To reduce use of natural
resources e.g. energy

 Will it maximise resource effieciency
through re-use, recycling or recovery?

 Will it reduce energy consumption?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Anaerobic Digestion can be considered as multi-beneficial in terms of sustainable waste
management since it: diverts organic waste from landfill; generates a renewable energy; and
creates a digestate that can replace artificial fertilizers.
Digestate is composed of residual indigestible material and dead micro-organisms. It contains
valuable plant nutrients like nitrogen and potassium can be used as a fertiliser and soil conditioner,
thus replacing artificial fertilizers.
Biogas is a mixture of 60% methane, 40% carbon dioxide and traces of other contaminant gases.
The exact composition of the biogas will depend on the type of ‘feedstock’ that is to be digested.
Biogas can be combusted to provide heat, electivity, or both. Alternatively, the biogas can be
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Option 2: AD, MBT/RDF (UK)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste will be
transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be treated at the Old Kent Road Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility (MBT) that is part of the Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF).
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the MBT facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

‘upgraded’ to pure methane (also known as biomethane) and subsequently injected into the mains
gas grid or used as a road fuel.
On the AD facility in Dagenham, biogas will be used to power a combined heat and power engine
which will convert the energy contained in the gas into heat and electricity. The plant is capable of
producing 1MW of renewable energy for export to the national grid.
The operators of the Dagenham facility have indicated that 30,000 tonnes of food waste would
normally produce 25,920m3 of digestate product.
The MBT process at the Old Kent Road IWMF will extracts some materials that are suitable for
recycling such as scrap metal. The waste will also be treated to produce a Solid Recovered Fuel
(SRF) that can be sent to an Energy Recovery Facility.
As a result, a minor positive effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

6. To minimise flood risk, protect
surface and groundwater
quality

 Will it avoid water contamination
incidents?

 Will it minimise flood risk from all sources
of flooding? 0

Assessment of Effect:
The option is not expected to have any effect on water quality or flood risk
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 2: AD, MBT/RDF (UK)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste will be
transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be treated at the Old Kent Road Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility (MBT) that is part of the Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF).
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the MBT facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

7. To protect, enhance and
create environments that
encourage and support
biodiversity

 Will it minimise the risk of adverse impacts
from hazardous waste and contamination
incidents on the environment?

 Will it protect, enhance and increase
biodiversity and protect habitats?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Waste management activites may affect biodiversity through (i) habitat loss, (ii) disturbance or (iii)
increase in vermin.
As this option would not involve new infrastructure, no habitat loss is expected. Waste collection
and disposal would generally be of a similar nature to current operations and therefore an increase
in disturbance is not expected.
Overall, a neutral effect is expected on the biodiversity objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

8. To improve air quality  Will it minimise emissions of air pollutants
arising from the collection, transfer and
treatment of municipal wastes?

 Will it improve air quality?

 Will it reduce emissions of key pollutants?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, pollutants would be emitted by HGV collection vehicles and at the two treatment
facilities.
Kitchen waste will be collected weekly from 50,000 residential properties. Five 7-tonne Refuse
Collection Vehicles will serve 2,750 properties a day. In addition, four 18-tonne Refuse Collection
Vehicles will serve 800 properties a day
Vehicle emissions have generally be lowered in Westminster in recent years in order to meet the
Euro IV standard. Vehicles have also been fitted with catalytic converters, particulate traps and use
ultra-low sulphur diesel.
No significant air quality impacts have been associated with either the AD or the IWMF facilities.
Although this option would result in treating more waste than under current operations, this is not
likely to have adverse effects on local air quality.
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Option 2: AD, MBT/RDF (UK)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste will be
transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be treated at the Old Kent Road Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility (MBT) that is part of the Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF).
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the MBT facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

Although there would be additional vehicle emissions associated with this option, due to existing
emission controls, the number of vehicles or any increase in vehicle movements would not be of a
scale to result in any discernible effects on air quality in Westminster. Therefore although adverse
effects may occur on air quality, these would be negligible in scale.
As a result, a neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

9. To minimise HGV movements
and ensure road safety

 Will it incorporate the proximity principle
and maximise self sufficiency in the
management of waste?

 Will it ensure that road safety is not
impaired?

 Will it maximise transport efficiency and
minimise the need for transport? -/+

Assessment of Effect:
Under the Mayor’s London Plan (the spatial strategy for London), boroughs are required to identify
sufficient land to provide capacity to manage the apportioned tonnages of waste. Studies
undertaken by the Mayor of London indicate that the ‘land take’ of waste facilities required in
Westminster in order to meet its waste apportionment is 3 ha. The Westminster  Waste Evidence
Base failed to identify any suitable sites to meet the London Waste apportionment9. Therefore, due
to the practical constraints of a lack of a suitable site, the Council does not manage waste within
Westminster; however, it should nonetheless seek to ensure that waste is managed as close as
possible to where it is generated.
The Mayor’s Waste Strategy highlights that about 40% of London’s municipal waste is bulked up
for treatment or landfill outside of London.
This option would require additional Refuse Collection Vehicle (RCV) movements to collect kitchen
waste. It is estimated that four 18-tonne RCVs would operate 6 days a week to collect commercial

9 City of Westminster (2009) Core Strategy- Waste Evidence Base
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Option 2: AD, MBT/RDF (UK)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste will be
transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be treated at the Old Kent Road Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility (MBT) that is part of the Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF).
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the MBT facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

kitchen waste and five 7-tonne RCVs would operate 5 days a week to collect domestic kitchen
waste.
Once collected, this waste would need to be transported to the AD facility in Dagenham via the Old
Kent Road IWMF. This is a trip of 18.2 miles in total.
Residual waste would not travel further than the Old Kent Road IWMF. This would result in the
treatment of waste at a location which is closer than under current operations.
In conclusion, although the option does not promote the management of waste in Westminster, it
seeks to ensure the majority of waste is managed in London. However the option would probably
result in additional HGV movements. A mixed score of minor negative/minor positive is therefore
expected.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
Charing Cross has been used as an indicative location in Westminster in order to calculate
distances to facilities.
Routes used to calculate distances are:
-Westminster to Old Kent Road IWMF: A2/Old Kent Road
-Old Kent Road IWMF to AD Facility: A13
Mitigation Measures:
Transport Plans should be adopted to ensure road safety is not impaired and trunk roads are used
as much as possible.
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Option 2: AD, MBT/RDF (UK)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste will be
transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be treated at the Old Kent Road Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility (MBT) that is part of the Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF).
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the MBT facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

10. To reduce waste production
and increase, recycling and
recovery of waste

 Will it support the waste targets?

 Will it encourage responsible disposal of
electrical and hazardous waste?

 Will it reduce consumption of material and
resources?

 Will it increase re-use, recycling and
recovery?

 Will it reduce per capita household waste
arisings?

 Will it maximise recycling of commercial
waste?

+

Assessment of Effect:
The Mayor of London’s key waste targets generally propose to:
-Achieve zero municpal waste direct to landfill by 2025
-Reduce the amout of household waste produced per annum
-Increase reuse and repair capacity
-Increase recycling and composting rates
-Cut GHG emissions associated with municipal waste management.
-To generate as much energy from London’s organic and non-recycled waste in a way that is no
more polluting in carbon terms than the energy source it is replacing.
Under this option, kitchen waste would be treated at an AD facility and would contribute to meeting
the Mayor’s recycling and composting target. In addition, the option would also help to contribute to
the council continuing to meet the mayor’s targets of not sending waste directly to landfill,
generating as much energy as possible from London’s organic and non-recycled waste and cutting
GHG emissions.
However the option would not have any effect on meeting some of the Mayor’s targets, such as to
reduce the amount of household waste produced and increasing re-use and repair capacity.
Overall however the option would help to meet some of the regional waste targets and a minor
positive effect is predicted as a result.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.



27

© AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited

Option 2: AD, MBT/RDF (UK)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste will be
transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be treated at the Old Kent Road Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility (MBT) that is part of the Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF).
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the MBT facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

11. To protect and enhance the
historic environment and
architectural, archaeological
and cultural heritage

 Will it protect heritage sites and cultural
value?

 Will it protect strategic views?

 Will it protect listed buildings and their
settings?

 Will it help preserve, enhance and record
archaeological features and their
settings?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Kitchen waste  collection would be likely to require seperate storage from other household waste.
As domestic kitchen waste collection caddys are usually only 5-10 litres in size, this will have no
adverse effects on the integrity or setting of listed buildings or other heritage assets.
Should larger container bins be required, it is likely they will be located near housing
developments. Careful location and design may be required to ensure the setting of heritage
assests is not compromised.
As the option would not require the construction of new facilities, no effects are expected on
strategic views.
Overall, a neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

12. To enhance public realm and
street improvements

 Will it reduce litter?

 Will it enhance the quality of public realm?

 Will it ensure efficient and quick clean-up
of public realm, particularly from night life
and events? 0

Assessment of Effect:
The option would not have any effect on the collection of litter. Additional waste collection facilities
may be required for kitchen waste but these are not likely to have adverse effects on the public
realm.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that kitchen waste collection services will be adopted for residential properties only.
Mitigation Measures:
Should new waste collection assets (large food waste containers, etc) be introduced for kitchen
waste management services, the effect these assets would have on the public realm should be
considered.
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Option 2: AD, MBT/RDF (UK)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste will be
transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be treated at the Old Kent Road Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility (MBT) that is part of the Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF).
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the MBT facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

13. To protect, enhance and seek
opportunities to increase open
space

 Will it improve open space?

 Will it protect and improve landscape
character?

 Will it minimise development on greenfield
sites?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, no new major waste management facilities would be required. Waste collection
services may be changed as kitchen waste would require separate collection. In some areas, new
collection spaces or containers may be required. These would likely be found on large residential
estates.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that if new kitchen waste collection containers would be required, this would be
located on hardstanding areas (such as car parking areas, entrances, etc) and this would only
have negligible effects on existing open space.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

14. To maintain economic
diversity, increase local
opportunity and support
sustainable economic growth

 Will it promote investment?

 Will it mitigate raising residual waste
disposal costs?

 Will it increase market shares in the
commercial waste sector?

 Will it improve business development and
environment?

 Will it encourage new business start ups,
small businesses and opportunities for
local people?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Median Gate Fees for the main forms of treatment in 2012/2013 (£ per tonne) are as follows10:
-Anerobic Digestion: £41
-IVC: £46
-MBT: £76
-EfW: (local authority data for pre 2000 facilities): £58
-EfW: (Defra Gate fee data <200kt): £111
-Landfill: (non hazardous gate fee plus landfill tax): £93

10 WRAP (2013) Gate Fees Report 2013. Available from: http://www.wrap.org.uk/sites/files/wrap/Gate_Fees_Report_2013_h%20%282%29.pdf (accessed on 11.09.2013)
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Option 2: AD, MBT/RDF (UK)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste will be
transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be treated at the Old Kent Road Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility (MBT) that is part of the Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF).
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the MBT facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

 Will it promote business in key sectors? These fees may not be precisly reflective of costs that would be likely for Westminster. However
they offer a good indication of the likely costs of residual waste management treatment in
comparision to other forms of treatment. Accordingly, it can be seen that landfill and EfW are
generally the most expensive forms of treatment, while AD and IVC are cheaper.
As this option would utilise AD and MBT, it could be reasonably assumed that it would avoid
sending waste to more expensive options.
In addition, AD and MBT produce resources such as digestate (biofertiliser) , biogas and Refuse
Derived Fiel. Although other forms of residual waste treatment also produce resources (such as
Incinerator Bottom Ash at EfW facilties which is used as a aggregate), the resources produced
duing AD and MBT would be of a higher econimic value.
Overall, this option is expected to have a positive effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is not possible to predict exact future gate fees for waste disposal options.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 3: AD, RDF/SRF, EfW (Europe)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Seneca Facility in Wembley. Once there, it will be converted into a Refused-Derived Fuel (RDF) or Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF). The RDF/SRF will be
compacted into 1-1.5 tonne bales and transported on otherwise empty HGVs to Felixstowe. From Felixstowe, it will travel by ferry to Vlaardingen in the Netherlands. Once at Vlaardingen, it will travel
on the same HGV to the Moerdijk EfW facility where it will be treated.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

1. To create cohesive, inclusive
and safe communities,
sufficiently engaged to support
reaching waste targets

 Will it encourage community engagement
in reaching waste targets?

 Will it support a feeling of safety in the
community?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, kitchen waste from 50,000 residential properties and 4,000 commercial
properties would have to be collected separately. This would represent a considerable shift
in how these residents and business store and dispose of kitchen waste. In order to obtain
high capture rates, sustained participation would be required. It is likely that in order to
achieve this participation, substantial community engagement and participation would be
required from these households and businesses. Particular focus would be needed to
reach some members of the community, such as areas of high linguistic and cultural
diversity, or areas with high population turnover.
Overall, the option is expected to have a positive effect on the objective.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that kitchen waste collection will be rolled out to 50,000 residential properties
and 4,000 commercial properties.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 3: AD, RDF/SRF, EfW (Europe)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Seneca Facility in Wembley. Once there, it will be converted into a Refused-Derived Fuel (RDF) or Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF). The RDF/SRF will be
compacted into 1-1.5 tonne bales and transported on otherwise empty HGVs to Felixstowe. From Felixstowe, it will travel by ferry to Vlaardingen in the Netherlands. Once at Vlaardingen, it will travel
on the same HGV to the Moerdijk EfW facility where it will be treated.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

2. To reduce crime and fear of
crime

 Will it discourage fly-tipping and other
waste offences?

 Will it encourage the provision of waste
storage space in new built residential and
commercial units?

 Will it encourage changes to existing
residential buildings which will ensure
provision of waste storage space? 0

Assessment of Effect:
In order to implement this option, kitchen waste would require separate storage from other
domestic waste. Collections for kitchen waste would be kerbside, once a week.  This is not
likely to either promote or discourage the commissioning of waste related offences.
Other collection services would remain unchanged from current arrangements and it is not
therefore likely that the number of fly-tipping or other waste offences would increase.
Kitchen waste is typically stored in 5-10l caddies. It is unlikely that this option would
encourage developers of new residential and commercial buildings to provide additional
storage for waste.
As a result, a neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 3: AD, RDF/SRF, EfW (Europe)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Seneca Facility in Wembley. Once there, it will be converted into a Refused-Derived Fuel (RDF) or Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF). The RDF/SRF will be
compacted into 1-1.5 tonne bales and transported on otherwise empty HGVs to Felixstowe. From Felixstowe, it will travel by ferry to Vlaardingen in the Netherlands. Once at Vlaardingen, it will travel
on the same HGV to the Moerdijk EfW facility where it will be treated.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

3. To promote and improve
health and well being

 Will it minimise nuisance resulting from
odour?

 Will it minimize nuisance resulting from
noise?

 Will it avoid adverse effects on health and
well-being relating to air quality? 0

Assessment of Effect:
The majority of residual waste is currently transported to the SELCHP facility. This is a trip
of 5.4 miles.
Under this option, waste would be processed and treated at three separate facilities:

1. AD facility in Dagenham
2. Seneca facility in Wembley
3. EfW facility in Moerdijk (the Netherlands)

Kitchen waste would be transported to the AD facility in Dagenham via the Old Kent Road
IWMF. This is a trip of 15.7 miles in total.
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Option 3: AD, RDF/SRF, EfW (Europe)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Seneca Facility in Wembley. Once there, it will be converted into a Refused-Derived Fuel (RDF) or Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF). The RDF/SRF will be
compacted into 1-1.5 tonne bales and transported on otherwise empty HGVs to Felixstowe. From Felixstowe, it will travel by ferry to Vlaardingen in the Netherlands. Once at Vlaardingen, it will travel
on the same HGV to the Moerdijk EfW facility where it will be treated.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

Residual waste would be transported directly to the Seneca facility, a trip of 9.4 miles.
RDF/SRF would be transported from the Seneca facility to Vlaardingen in the Netherlands
via Felixstowe harbour. It is expected that consignments of RDF/SRF would be transported
on otherwise empty ‘back-loads’ so that there would not be additional HGV movements.
The additional mileage associated  with some aspects of this option would result increased
fuel consumption and resulting emissions; however, given the number of trips involved, the
ambient air quality, and the improved emission performance of the collection vehicles, any
increase in emissions would have negligible effects on air quality.
As discussed in the assessment of Option 2, the AD facility in Dagenham is not expected
to cause any discernible effects on air quality, or result in significant effects on sensitive
receptors due to noise or odour.
The Committee Report for the Seneca facility planning application noted that the nearest
residential dwellings are over 300 meters away11. The Report continues on to note that the
remoteness of the site from the nearest sensitive uses would reduce the risk of noise
nuisance from the facility to low. The case officer also highlighted that dust suppression
measures were proposed to deal with any dust pollution from the materials being handled.
Local media reports from July 2012 suggest that up to 50 complaints to the Environment
Agency and Brent Council were made with regard to odour coming from the Seneca
facility. The Environment Agency was also minded to grant an Enforcement Notice on the
operator of the facility. It was reported that the cause of the odour was due to a mechanical
breakdown at the plant.12 There have been no further reports of odour issues as a result of
the facility since then.

11 Brent Council, Committee Report on Case No: 09/2245 (Planning Committee on 30 June, 2010)
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Option 3: AD, RDF/SRF, EfW (Europe)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Seneca Facility in Wembley. Once there, it will be converted into a Refused-Derived Fuel (RDF) or Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF). The RDF/SRF will be
compacted into 1-1.5 tonne bales and transported on otherwise empty HGVs to Felixstowe. From Felixstowe, it will travel by ferry to Vlaardingen in the Netherlands. Once at Vlaardingen, it will travel
on the same HGV to the Moerdijk EfW facility where it will be treated.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

The EfW in the Netherlands can be expected to comply with Directive 2000/76/EC which
imposes strict operating and technical requirements on incineration plants in order to limit
emissions which could pose risks to human health. The HPA Agency in the UK has stated
that:
“The Committee on Carcinogenicity of Chemicals in Food, Consumer Products and the
Environment has reviewed recent data and has concluded that there is no need to change
its previous advice, namely that any potential risk of cancer due to residency near to
municipal waste incinerators is exceedingly low and probably not measurable by the most
modern techniques. Since any possible health effects are likely to be very small, if
detectable, studies of public health around modern, well managed municipal waste
incinerators are not recommended.”13

As a result, adverse effects on human health are not expected.
Overall, a neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
Charing Cross has been used as an indicative location in Westminster in order to calculate
distances to facilities.
Routes used to calculate distances are:
-Westminster to Old Kent Road IWMF: A2/Old Kent Road
-Old Kent Road IWMF to: A13
-Westminster to Seneca Facility: A5

12 “Waste Company behind Neasden and Wembley stench could be hauled before the courts, Brent and Kilburn Times, August 17 2012.
13 HPA (2009) The Impact on Health of Emissions to Air from Municipal Waste Incinerators. Available from: http://www.hpa.org.uk/webc/HPAwebFile/HPAweb_C/1251473372218 (accessed on
14.09.2013)
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Option 3: AD, RDF/SRF, EfW (Europe)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Seneca Facility in Wembley. Once there, it will be converted into a Refused-Derived Fuel (RDF) or Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF). The RDF/SRF will be
compacted into 1-1.5 tonne bales and transported on otherwise empty HGVs to Felixstowe. From Felixstowe, it will travel by ferry to Vlaardingen in the Netherlands. Once at Vlaardingen, it will travel
on the same HGV to the Moerdijk EfW facility where it will be treated.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

Mitigation Measures:
Westminster is located in London’s Low Emissions Zone and as a result, offered
favourable weighting in the previous waste collection contract tender evaluation process for
waste management operations that could meet the requirements of the LEZ. The
successful tenderer introduced a new fleet of vehicles to meet the Euro IV standard and
were fitted with catalytic converters and particulate traps. In addition, these vehicles were
capable of using ultra-low sulphur diesel. The use of such measures on the kitchen waste
collection service vehicles would be likely to help reduce the emissions of pollutants and
minimise any effects on human health.
Noise emitted from collection vehicles may be difficult to reduce due to operational or
safety reasons. Noise generated at facilities may be reduced by design features.

4. To reduce greenhouse
emissions and support
climate change adaptation

 Will it reduce greenhouse gas emissions
and support emission targets?

 Will it promote the use of energy from
renewable sources?

 Will it be resilient to climate change and
maximise adaption?

 Will it reduce ozone depleting emissions?

+

Assessment of Effect:
The Mayor wants London’s municipal waste management to move from being a net
contributor to climate change to an activity that plays a key role in achieving significant
climate change mitigation and energy savings benefits.  In order to achieve this, the Mayor
has developed two tools:

5. The Emissions Performance Standard (EPS) is a metric that will help inform the
way waste authorities undertake their functions, aiming to ensure the collection;
treatment; energy generation; and final disposal of municipal waste collectively
achieve the greatest CO2 eq savings.  The Mayor has set an EPS level of -
130kgCO2eq/t waste managed by 2015, rising to -190 kgCO2eq/t waste
managed by 2020 and -240 kgCO2eq/t waste managed by 2031.
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Option 3: AD, RDF/SRF, EfW (Europe)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Seneca Facility in Wembley. Once there, it will be converted into a Refused-Derived Fuel (RDF) or Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF). The RDF/SRF will be
compacted into 1-1.5 tonne bales and transported on otherwise empty HGVs to Felixstowe. From Felixstowe, it will travel by ferry to Vlaardingen in the Netherlands. Once at Vlaardingen, it will travel
on the same HGV to the Moerdijk EfW facility where it will be treated.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

The Carbon Intensity Floor is a minimum CO2 eq emissions performance for energy
generated from London’s municipal waste. London’s waste authorities will need to ensure
that energy generated from their municipal waste meets the carbon intensity floor, or
demonstrate that there are steps in place to meet it in the near future.
Lifecycle CO2 eq performance
Lifecycle CO2eq performance for London’s municipal waste activities in 2009/2010 (as set
out in the Mayor’s Waste Strategy) offers a good indication of the performance of waste
management activities in comparison with one another.
The results show that landfill resulted in emissions of 0.26 ktCO2eq per ktpa of waste
managed. However this drops to 0.056 ktCO2eq per ktpa of waste managed for
Incineration.
Some waste management activities, including those in this option, offset emissions.
Figures are provided below for these activities (an offset in emissions is represented as a
negative figure).
MBT: 296 ktpa of waste resulted in emissions of -3 ktCO2eq
AD: 11ktpa of waste resulted in emissions of -1 ktCO2eq
This option has not used the GLA Calculator to estimate the EPS for this option. Therefore
it is uncertain whether the EPS performance levels set out by the Mayor will be met.
However based on indicative performances set out in the Mayor’s Waste Strategy, it is
likely that this option would result in less emissions of GHG than current operations.
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Option 3: AD, RDF/SRF, EfW (Europe)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Seneca Facility in Wembley. Once there, it will be converted into a Refused-Derived Fuel (RDF) or Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF). The RDF/SRF will be
compacted into 1-1.5 tonne bales and transported on otherwise empty HGVs to Felixstowe. From Felixstowe, it will travel by ferry to Vlaardingen in the Netherlands. Once at Vlaardingen, it will travel
on the same HGV to the Moerdijk EfW facility where it will be treated.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

Carbon Intensity Floor
As outlined above, the Mayor has set a minimum CO2 emissions performance target and
London’s waste authorities will need to ensure that energy generated from their waste
meets this minimum performance. The Mayor’s Waste Strategy notes that this approach
will rule out traditional mass-burn incineration techniques and will encourage a move
towards cleaner, efficient energy generation from low carbon waste material in the form of
heat, power and transport fuel.
In addition, the Mayor has set a target for London to generate 25% of its energy
requirements in work places and homes from low carbon decentralised energy by 2025.
The Renewable Energy Directive (RED) requires the UK to source at least 15% of its total
energy from renewables by 2020. To meet this target, the Government has estimated that
renewable sources will need to contribute:
-At least 32% of the UK’s electricity (with one third coming from biomass)
-At least 12% of the UK’s heat requirements
-At least 10% of the UK’s road transport fuel requirements.
The Mayor has set a target of generating as much energy as practicable from London’s
organic and non-recycled waste in a way that is no more polluting in carbon terms than the
energy source it is replacing. This is estimated to be possible for about 40% of London’s
municipal waste after recycling or composting targets are achieved by 2031.
The marginal source of electricity which is considered to be displaced is the combined
cycle gas turbine plant. This plant typically generates electricity at a carbon intensity of
about 393 grams of CO2 per kWh of electricity produced. As a result, the Carbon Intensity
Floor has set by the GLA at 400 grams of CO2 per kWh of electricity produced.
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Option 3: AD, RDF/SRF, EfW (Europe)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Seneca Facility in Wembley. Once there, it will be converted into a Refused-Derived Fuel (RDF) or Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF). The RDF/SRF will be
compacted into 1-1.5 tonne bales and transported on otherwise empty HGVs to Felixstowe. From Felixstowe, it will travel by ferry to Vlaardingen in the Netherlands. Once at Vlaardingen, it will travel
on the same HGV to the Moerdijk EfW facility where it will be treated.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

The Mayor also notes that waste authorities sending organic waste for anaerobic digestion
will be able to offset its CO2 eq performance against other energy generation solutions for
treating its residual waste for meeting the carbon intensity floor.
Similar to above, the Carbon Intensity Floor has not been calculated for this option.
Overall, a positive effect is expected on this objective as it will promote the use of
renewable energy (AD) and seek to reduce GHG emissions associated with the
management of Westminster’s MSW.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The EPS and Carbon Intensity Floor for this option have not been calculated.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

5. To reduce use of natural
resources e.g. energy

 Will it maximise resource effieciency
through re-use, recycling or recovery?

 Will it reduce energy consumption?

+/-

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, a number of products would be generated which would help reduce
energy consumption. These outputs include: biogas; biomethane; digestate; and RDF.
Under this option, some products/outputs would be created which would help reduce the
use of raw materials (such as gas for the AD facility) for energy consumption. However the
export of RDF/SRF would not help to contribute to UK renewable energy targets.  The
export of RDF/SRF would constitute a direct loss of a resource that could be used in the
UK to generate electricity or used to power decentralised heat networks.
A mixed score of minor positive/minor negative has therefore been predicted.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 3: AD, RDF/SRF, EfW (Europe)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Seneca Facility in Wembley. Once there, it will be converted into a Refused-Derived Fuel (RDF) or Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF). The RDF/SRF will be
compacted into 1-1.5 tonne bales and transported on otherwise empty HGVs to Felixstowe. From Felixstowe, it will travel by ferry to Vlaardingen in the Netherlands. Once at Vlaardingen, it will travel
on the same HGV to the Moerdijk EfW facility where it will be treated.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

6. To minimise flood risk,
protect surface and
groundwater quality

 Will it avoid water contamination
incidents?

 Will it minimise flood risk from all sources
of flooding? 0

Assessment of Effect:
The option is not expected to have any effect on water quality or flood risk
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

7. To protect, enhance and
create environments that
encourage and support
biodiversity

 Will it minimise the risk of adverse impacts
from hazardous waste and contamination
incidents on the environment?

 Will it protect, enhance and increase
biodiversity and protect habitats?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Waste management activites may affect biodiversity through (i) habitat loss, (ii) disturbance
or (iii) increase in vermin.
As this option would not involve new infrastructure, no habitat loss is expected. Waste
collection and disposal would generally be of a similar nature to current operations and
therefore an increase  in disturbance is not expected.
Overall, a neutral effect is expected on the biodiversity objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 3: AD, RDF/SRF, EfW (Europe)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Seneca Facility in Wembley. Once there, it will be converted into a Refused-Derived Fuel (RDF) or Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF). The RDF/SRF will be
compacted into 1-1.5 tonne bales and transported on otherwise empty HGVs to Felixstowe. From Felixstowe, it will travel by ferry to Vlaardingen in the Netherlands. Once at Vlaardingen, it will travel
on the same HGV to the Moerdijk EfW facility where it will be treated.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

8. To improve air quality  Will it minimise emissions of air pollutants
arising from the collection, transfer and
treatment of municipal wastes?

 Will it improve air quality?

 Will it reduce emissions of key pollutants?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, pollutants would be emitted by HGV collection vehicles and at the three
treatment facilities.
Vehicle emissions have generally be lowered in Westminster in recent years in order to
meet the Euro IV standard. Vehicles have also been fitted with catalytic converters,
particulate traps and use ultra-low sulphur diesel.
The affect on air quality by treating waste at the AD and Seneca and EfW facility rather
than under current operations (SELCHP EfW) are difficult to ascertain at this stage. No
significant air quality impacts have been associated with either SELCHP, the AD facility or
the MBT faclity. However it is likely that emissions of key pollutants would be lower under
this option than under current arragements as a result of using newer treatment plants.
Although it is likely that there would be additional vehicle emissions associated with this
option, due to existing emission controls, the number of vehicles or any increase in vehicle
movements would not be of a scale to result in any discernible effects on air quality in
Westminster. Therefore although adverse effects may occur on air quality, these would be
negligible in scale.
As a result, a neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The change in collection of household waste under this option (number of HGV
movements, duration/distance of HGV movements) is currently unknown.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 3: AD, RDF/SRF, EfW (Europe)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Seneca Facility in Wembley. Once there, it will be converted into a Refused-Derived Fuel (RDF) or Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF). The RDF/SRF will be
compacted into 1-1.5 tonne bales and transported on otherwise empty HGVs to Felixstowe. From Felixstowe, it will travel by ferry to Vlaardingen in the Netherlands. Once at Vlaardingen, it will travel
on the same HGV to the Moerdijk EfW facility where it will be treated.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

9. To minimise HGV
movements and ensure
road safety

 Will it incorporate the proximity principle
and maximise self sufficiency in the
management of waste?

 Will it ensure that road safety is not
impaired?

 Will it maximise transport efficiency and
minimise the need for transport?

-/+

Assessment of Effect:
Under the Mayor’s London Plan (the spatial strategy for London), boroughs are required to
identify sufficient land to provide capacity to manage the apportioned tonnages of waste.
Studies undertaken by the Mayor of London indicate that the ‘land take’ of waste facilities
required in Westminster in order to meet its waste apportionment is 3 ha. The Westminster
Waste Evidence Base failed to identify any suitable sites to meet the London Waste
apportionment14. Therefore, due to the practical constraints of a lack of a suitable site, the
Council does not manage waste within Westminster; however, it should nonetheless seek
to ensure that waste is managed as close as possible to where it is generated.
The Mayor’s Waste Strategy highlights that about 40% of London’s municipal waste is
bulked up for treatment or landfill outside of London.

14 City of Westminster (2009) Core Strategy- Waste Evidence Base
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Option 3: AD, RDF/SRF, EfW (Europe)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Seneca Facility in Wembley. Once there, it will be converted into a Refused-Derived Fuel (RDF) or Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF). The RDF/SRF will be
compacted into 1-1.5 tonne bales and transported on otherwise empty HGVs to Felixstowe. From Felixstowe, it will travel by ferry to Vlaardingen in the Netherlands. Once at Vlaardingen, it will travel
on the same HGV to the Moerdijk EfW facility where it will be treated.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

This option may require additional transport trips to collect kitchen waste. Once collected,
this waste would need to be transported to the AD facility in Dagenham. This would result
in additional HGV movements which would be 15.7 miles from central Westminster via the
Old Kent Road IWMFF.
Residual waste would be transported to the Seneca facility. HGV movements to the
Seneca Facility would be almost twice as long as movements to the SELCHP facility (10
miles and 5.4 miles respectively).
The option includes RDF/SRF that would be transported from the Seneca facility to
Vlaardingen in the Netherlands via Felixstowe harbour. Whilst it is noted that it would be
transported on otherwise empty ‘back-loads’ so that there would not be additional HGV
movements, it remains difficult to reconcile the use of a facility in Netherlands with the
policy and principles in the Mayors Waste Plan, particularly in regard of promoting self
sufficiency in the treatment of wastes and in ensuring treatment close to point of
generation.
In conclusion, although the option does not promote the management of waste in
Westminster, it seeks to ensure the majority of waste is managed in London. However the
option would result in additional HGV movements, longer trip lengths and treatment of
residual wastes overseas. A mixed score of minor negative/minor positive is therefore
expected.
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Option 3: AD, RDF/SRF, EfW (Europe)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Seneca Facility in Wembley. Once there, it will be converted into a Refused-Derived Fuel (RDF) or Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF). The RDF/SRF will be
compacted into 1-1.5 tonne bales and transported on otherwise empty HGVs to Felixstowe. From Felixstowe, it will travel by ferry to Vlaardingen in the Netherlands. Once at Vlaardingen, it will travel
on the same HGV to the Moerdijk EfW facility where it will be treated.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

Assumption and Uncertainties:
Charing Cross has been used as an indicative location in Westminster in order to calculate
distances to facilities.
Routes used to calculate distances are:
-SELCHP: A2/Old Kent Road
-Old Kent Road IWMF: A2/Old Kent Road
-AD Facility (from Old Kent Road IWMF): A13
-Seneca Facility: A5
Mitigation Measures:
Transport Plans should be adopted to ensure road safety is not impaired and trunk roads
are used as much as possible.

10. To reduce waste
production and increase,
recycling and recovery of
waste

 Will it support the waste targets?

 Will it encourage responsible disposal of
electrical and hazardous waste?

 Will it reduce consumption of material and
resources?

 Will it increase re-use, recycling and
recovery?

 Will it reduce per capita household waste
arisings?

+

Assessment of Effect:
The Mayor of London’s key waste targets generally propose to:
-Achieve zero municpal waste direct to landfill by 2025
-Reduce the amout of household waste produced per annum
-Increase reuse and repair capacity
-Increase  recycling and composting rates
-Cut GHG emissions associated with municiapl waste management
-To generate as much energy from London’s organic and non-recycled waste in a way that
is no more polluting in carbon terms than the energy source it is replacing.
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Option 3: AD, RDF/SRF, EfW (Europe)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Seneca Facility in Wembley. Once there, it will be converted into a Refused-Derived Fuel (RDF) or Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF). The RDF/SRF will be
compacted into 1-1.5 tonne bales and transported on otherwise empty HGVs to Felixstowe. From Felixstowe, it will travel by ferry to Vlaardingen in the Netherlands. Once at Vlaardingen, it will travel
on the same HGV to the Moerdijk EfW facility where it will be treated.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

 Will it maximise recycling of commercial
waste?

As this option is focused on treatment for residual waste, it has a limited scope and
therefore is not likely to have an effect on several of the Mayor’s targets. These targets
include:reducing the amount of household waste produced per annum; increasing reuse
and recyclig capacity; and increasing recycling and composting rates.
However the option could still support  the achievement of some targets, such as: to
achieve zero waste sent directly to landfill; the cut GHG emissions and to generate as
much energy as possible from organic and non-recycled waste.
As a result, the option would help to meet some of the regional waste targets and a minor

positive effect is predicted as a result.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 3: AD, RDF/SRF, EfW (Europe)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Seneca Facility in Wembley. Once there, it will be converted into a Refused-Derived Fuel (RDF) or Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF). The RDF/SRF will be
compacted into 1-1.5 tonne bales and transported on otherwise empty HGVs to Felixstowe. From Felixstowe, it will travel by ferry to Vlaardingen in the Netherlands. Once at Vlaardingen, it will travel
on the same HGV to the Moerdijk EfW facility where it will be treated.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

11. To protect and enhance
the historic environment
and architectural,
archaeological and cultural
heritage

 Will it protect heritage sites and cultural
value?

 Will it protect strategic views?

 Will it protect listed buildings and their
settings?

 Will it help preserve, enhance and record
archaeological features and their
settings? 0

Assessment of Effect:
Kitchen waste  collection would be likely to require seperate storage from other household
waste. As domestic kitchen waste collection caddys are usually only 5-10 litres in size, this
will have no adverse effects on the the integrity or setting of listed buildings or other
heritage assets.
Should larger container bins be required, it is likely they will be located near housing
developments. Careful location and design may be required to ensure the setting of
heritage assests is not compromised.
As the option would not require the construction of new facilities, no effects are expected
on strategic views.
Overall, a neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 3: AD, RDF/SRF, EfW (Europe)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Seneca Facility in Wembley. Once there, it will be converted into a Refused-Derived Fuel (RDF) or Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF). The RDF/SRF will be
compacted into 1-1.5 tonne bales and transported on otherwise empty HGVs to Felixstowe. From Felixstowe, it will travel by ferry to Vlaardingen in the Netherlands. Once at Vlaardingen, it will travel
on the same HGV to the Moerdijk EfW facility where it will be treated.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

12. To enhance public realm
and street improvements

 Will it reduce litter?

 Will it enhance the quality of public realm?

 Will it ensure efficient and quick clean-up
of public realm, particularly from night life
and events? 0

Assessment of Effect:
The option would not have any effect on the collection of litter. Additional waste collection
facilities may be required for kitchen waste but these are not likely to have adverse effects
on the public realm.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that kitchen waste collection services will be adopted for residential
properties only.
Mitigation Measures:
Should new waste collection assets (large food waste containers, etc) be introduced for
kitchen waste management services, the effect these assets would have on the public
realm should be considered.

13. To protect, enhance and
seek opportunities to
increase open space

 Will it improve open space?

 Will it protect and improve landscape
character?

 Will it minimise development on greenfield
sites?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, no new major waste management facilities would be required. Waste
collection services may be changed as kitchen waste would require separate collection. In
some areas, new collection spaces or containers may be required. These would likely be
found on large residential estates.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that if new kitchen waste collection containers would be required, this would
be located on hardstanding areas (such as car parking areas, entrances, etc) and this
would only have negligible effects on existing open space.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 3: AD, RDF/SRF, EfW (Europe)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Seneca Facility in Wembley. Once there, it will be converted into a Refused-Derived Fuel (RDF) or Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF). The RDF/SRF will be
compacted into 1-1.5 tonne bales and transported on otherwise empty HGVs to Felixstowe. From Felixstowe, it will travel by ferry to Vlaardingen in the Netherlands. Once at Vlaardingen, it will travel
on the same HGV to the Moerdijk EfW facility where it will be treated.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

14. To maintain economic
diversity, increase local
opportunity and support
sustainable economic
growth

 Will it promote investment?

 Will it mitigate raising residual waste
disposal costs?

 Will it increase market shares in the
commercial waste sector?

 Will it improve business development and
environment?

 Will it encourage new business start ups,
small businesses and opportunities for
local people?

 Will it promote business in key sectors?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Median Gate Fees for the main forms of treatment in 2012/2013 (£ per tonne) are as
follows15:
-Anerobic Digestion: £41
-IVC: £46
-MBT: £76
-EfW: (local authority data for pre 2000 facilities): £58
-EfW: (Defra Gate fee data <200kt): £111
-Landfill: (non hazardous gate fee plus landfill tax): £93
These fees may not be precisely reflective of costs that would be likely for Westminster.
However they offer a good indication of the likely costs of residual waste management
treatment in comparision to other forms of treatment. Accordingly, it can be seen that
landfill
and EfW are generally the most expensive forms of treatment, while AD and IVC are
cheaper.
As AD gate fees are generally low and would have positive effects on protecting the
Council from rising residual waste costs.

15 WRAP (2013) Gate Fees Report 2013. Available from: http://www.wrap.org.uk/sites/files/wrap/Gate_Fees_Report_2013_h%20%282%29.pdf (accessed on 11.09.2013)
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Option 3: AD, RDF/SRF, EfW (Europe)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Seneca Facility in Wembley. Once there, it will be converted into a Refused-Derived Fuel (RDF) or Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF). The RDF/SRF will be
compacted into 1-1.5 tonne bales and transported on otherwise empty HGVs to Felixstowe. From Felixstowe, it will travel by ferry to Vlaardingen in the Netherlands. Once at Vlaardingen, it will travel
on the same HGV to the Moerdijk EfW facility where it will be treated.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

Gate Fees for residual waste to be sent to the Seneca facility would be agreed as part of
the procurement process. In estimating the likely gate fees, reference is made to a report
from AMEC which reported the ‘all in’ cost for shipment and recovery to the Netherlands
and mainland Europe from the UK to be within the range of €80-10016. As a result, it is
expected that gate fees would be marginally lower than for EfW facilities in the UK.
The export of RDF would however be likely to result in the loss of potential employment
opportunities in the UK.17

Overall, this option is expected to have a positive effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is difficult to predict future gate fees for residual waste disposal treatments.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

16 AMEC (2013) Research into SRF and RDF Exports to other EU Countries, Report for the Chartered Institute of Wastes Management (CIWM). Available from:
http://www.ciwm.co.uk/web/FILES/Technical/FINAL_SRF_RDF_REPORT_FOR_PUBLICATION_JULY_2013_(2).pdf (accessed on 13.09.2013)
17 Eunomia (2013) LCA of RDF Exports Case Study: UK> Netherlands, Presentation to CIWM Southwest Centre. Available from: http://www.ciwm.co.uk/web/FILES/SouthWestCentre/1_-
_LCA_of_RDF_Export_-_Mike_Brown,_Eunomia.pdf (Accessed on 13.09.2013)
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Option 4: AD and EfW (no CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road to the Old Kent Road Waste Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Edmonton Energy from Waste Facility.
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications. It is presumed a small proportion (10-15%) of this ash, along with some wastes that are not accepted at

the Edmonton Facility, will require disposal to landfill.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

1. To create cohesive, inclusive
and safe communities,
sufficiently engaged to support
reaching waste targets

 Will it encourage community engagement
in reaching waste targets?

 Will it support a feeling of safety in the
community?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, kitchen waste from 50,000 residential properties and 4,000 commercial
properties would have to be collected separately. This would represent a considerable shift
in how these residents and business store and dispose of kitchen waste. In order to obtain
high capture rates, sustained participation would be required. It is likely that in order to
achieve this participation, substantial community engagement and participation would be
required from these households and businesses. Particular focus would be needed to
reach some members of the community, such as areas of high linguistic and cultural
diversity, or areas with high population turnover.
Overall, the option is expected to have a positive effect on the objective.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that kitchen waste collection will be rolled out to 50,000 residential properties
and 4,000 commercial properties.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

2. To reduce crime and fear of
crime

 Will it discourage fly-tipping and other
waste offences?

 Will it encourage the provision of waste
storage space in new built residential and
commercial units?

0

Assessment of Effect:
In order to implement this option, kitchen waste would require separate storage from other
domestic waste. Collections for kitchen waste would be kerbside, once a week.  This is not
likely to either promote or discourage the commissioning of waste related offences.
Other collection services would remain unchanged from current arrangements and it is not
therefore likely that the number of fly-tipping or other waste offences would increase.
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Option 4: AD and EfW (no CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road to the Old Kent Road Waste Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Edmonton Energy from Waste Facility.
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications. It is presumed a small proportion (10-15%) of this ash, along with some wastes that are not accepted at

the Edmonton Facility, will require disposal to landfill.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

 Will it encourage changes to existing
residential buildings which will ensure
provision of waste storage space?

Kitchen waste is typically stored in 5-10l caddies. It is unlikely that this option would
encourage developers of new residential and commercial buildings to provide additional
storage for waste.
As a result, a neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

3. To promote and improve
health and well being

 Will it minimise nuisance resulting from
odour?

 Will it minimize nuisance resulting from
noise?

 Will it avoid adverse effects on health and
well-being relating to air quality?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, waste would be treated at two facilities:

4. AD facility in Dagenham
5. EfW facility in Edmonton

Kitchen waste will be transported to the Dagenham AD facility via the Old Kent Road
IWMF. The Old Kent Road IWMF is 3.8 miles from Westminster and it is a further 11.9
miles from the Old Kent Road IWMF to Dagenham Dock.
Residual waste would be transported directly to the Edmonton facility, a trip of 10.5 miles
from Westminster
The additional mileage associated  with some aspeects of this option would result
increased fuel consumption and resulting emissions; however, given the number of trips
involved, the ambient air quality, and the improved emission performance of the collection
vehicles, any increase in emissions would have negligible effects on air quality.
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Option 4: AD and EfW (no CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road to the Old Kent Road Waste Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Edmonton Energy from Waste Facility.
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications. It is presumed a small proportion (10-15%) of this ash, along with some wastes that are not accepted at

the Edmonton Facility, will require disposal to landfill.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

As discussed in the assessment of Option 2, the AD facility in Dagenham is not expected
to cause any discernible effects on air quality, or result in significant effects on sensitive
receptors due to noise or odour.
The Edmonton EfW facility was commissioned in 1971 as an alternative to sending waste
to landfill. The facility has been modernised and updated in order to meet current
environmental standards. The facility is located within a 43-acre ‘Eco-Park’ in Edmonton
next to the North Circular Road and the Lee Navigation Canal. It is owned and operated by
London Waste Limited. The facility treats mixed waste to ‘recover’ heat for electricity
generation. The incineration process reduces the volume of waste by 90% and the weight
of the waste by 80%.
Emission data available on the LondonWaste website indicates that 2012 emissions for
Carbon Monoxide, VOCs, Sulphur Dioxide, Hydrogen Chloride and Particulate Matter were
all below the limits set by the Environment Agency in accordance with the site’s
Environmental Permit.18

As a result, adverse effects on human health are not expected as a result of sending waste
to the Edmonton EfW facility.
Overall, a neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The NLWA stated in their 2009 Waste Strategy that the Edmonton facility may have come
to the end of its useful operational life by 2014. It is assumed under this option that the
facility would continue to be operational until the end of 2026.
It is assumed that some outputs of the Edmonton EfW facility would require disposal at
landfill.
Charing Cross has been used as an indicative location in Westminster in order to calculate
distances to facilities.

18 http://www.londonwaste.co.uk/services/emissionsdata/
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Option 4: AD and EfW (no CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road to the Old Kent Road Waste Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Edmonton Energy from Waste Facility.
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications. It is presumed a small proportion (10-15%) of this ash, along with some wastes that are not accepted at

the Edmonton Facility, will require disposal to landfill.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

Routes used to calculate distances are:
-Westminster to Edmonton: A503
-Westminster to Old Kent Road IWMF: A2/Old Kent Road
-Old Kent Road IWMF to AD Facility: A13
Mitigation Measures:
Westminster is located in London’s Low Emissions Zone and as a result, offered
favourable weighting in the previous waste collection contract tender evaluation process for
waste management operations that could meet the requirements of the LEZ. The
successful tenderer introduced a new fleet of vehicles to meet the Euro IV standard and
were fitted with catalytic converters and particulate traps. In addition, these vehicles were
capable of using ultra-low sulphur diesel. The use of such measures on the kitchen waste
collection service vehicles would be likely to help reduce the emissions of pollutants and
minimise any effects on human health.
Noise emitted from collection vehicles may be difficult to reduce due to operational or
safety reasons. Noise generated at facilities may be reduced by design features.
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Option 4: AD and EfW (no CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road to the Old Kent Road Waste Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Edmonton Energy from Waste Facility.
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications. It is presumed a small proportion (10-15%) of this ash, along with some wastes that are not accepted at

the Edmonton Facility, will require disposal to landfill.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

4. To reduce greenhouse
emissions and support climate
change adaptation

 Will it reduce greenhouse gas emissions
and support emission targets?

 Will it promote the use of energy from
renewable sources?

 Will it be resilient to climate change and
maximise adaption?

 Will it reduce ozone depleting emissions?

+

Assessment of Effect:
The Mayor wants London’s municipal waste management to move from being a net
contributor to climate change to an activity that plays a key role in achieving significant
climate change mitigation and energy savings benefits. In order to achieve this, the Mayor
has developed two tools:

6. The Emissions Performance Standard (EPS) is a metric that will help inform the
way waste authorities undertake their functions, aiming to ensure the collection;
treatment; energy generation; and final disposal of municipal waste collectively
achieve the greatest CO2 eq savings.  The Mayor has set an EPS level of -
130kgCO2eq/t waste managed by 2015, rising to -190 kgCO2eq/t waste
managed by 2020 and -240 kgCO2eq/t waste managed by 2031.

7. The Carbon Intensity Floor is a minimum CO2 eq emissions performance for
energy generated from London’s municipal waste. London’s waste authorities
will need to ensure that energy generated from their municipal waste meets the
carbon intensity floor, or demonstrate that there are steps in place to meet it in
the near future.

Lifecycle CO2 eq performance
Lifecycle CO2eq performance for London’s municipal waste activities in 2009/2010 (as set
out in the Mayor’s Waste Strategy) offers a good indication of the performance of waste
management activities in comparison with one another.
The results show that landfill resulted in emissions of 0.26 ktCO2eq per ktpa of waste
managed. However this drops to 0.056 ktCO2eq per ktpa of waste managed for
Incineration.
Some waste management activities, including AD, will offset emissions. Figures from
Mayor’s Strategy illustrate that 11ktpa of waste treated by AD in 2009/2010 resulted in
emissions savings of 1 ktCO2eq.
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Option 4: AD and EfW (no CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road to the Old Kent Road Waste Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Edmonton Energy from Waste Facility.
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications. It is presumed a small proportion (10-15%) of this ash, along with some wastes that are not accepted at

the Edmonton Facility, will require disposal to landfill.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

This option has not used the GLA Calculator to estimate the EPS for this option. Therefore
it is uncertain whether the EPS performance levels set out by the Mayor will be met.
However based on indicative performances set out in the Mayor’s Waste Strategy, it is
likely that this option would result in less emissions of GHG than current operations, as a
result of utilising Anaerobic Digestion for kitchen waste.
Carbon Intensity Floor
As outlined above, the Mayor has set a minimum CO2 emissions performance target and
London’s waste authorities will need to ensure that energy generated from their waste
meets this minimum performance. The Mayor’s Waste Strategy notes that this approach
will rule out traditional mass-burn incineration techniques and will encourage a move
towards cleaner, efficient energy generation from low carbon waste material in the form of
heat, power and transport fuel.
In addition, the Mayor has set a target for London to generate 25% of its energy
requirements in work places and homes from low carbon decentralised energy by 2025.
The Renewable Energy Directive (RED) requires the UK to source at least 15% of its total
energy from renewables by 2020. To meet this target, the Government has estimated that
renewable sources will need to contribute:
-At least 32% of the UK’s electricity (with one third coming from biomass)
-At least 12% of the UK’s heat requirements
-At least 10% of the UK’s road transport fuel requirements.
The Mayor has set a target of generating as much energy as practicable from London’s
organic and non-recycled waste in a way that is no more polluting in carbon terms than the
energy source it is replacing. This is estimated to be possible for about 40% of London’s
municipal waste after recycling or composting targets are achieved by 2031.
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Option 4: AD and EfW (no CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road to the Old Kent Road Waste Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Edmonton Energy from Waste Facility.
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications. It is presumed a small proportion (10-15%) of this ash, along with some wastes that are not accepted at

the Edmonton Facility, will require disposal to landfill.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

The marginal source of electricity which is considered to be displaced is the combined
cycle gas turbine plant. This plant typically generates electricity at a carbon intensity of
about 393 grams of CO2 per kWh of electricity produced. As a result, the Carbon Intensity
Floor has set by the GLA at 400 grams of CO2 per kWh of electricity produced.
Indicative requirements for achieving the Carbon Intensity Floor published in the Mayor’s
waste strategy illustrate that Incinerator (no CHP) would need to be 28% efficient in terms
of electricity generation and have a caloric value of 69% from untreated waste. Although
modelling has not been carried out, it is unlikely that the Edmonton facility would operate to
this electricity efficiency level and therefore would not meet the Carbon Intensity Floor
However the AD facility will generate renewable energy and the Council will be able to
offset its CO2 eq performance against other energy generation solutions for treating its
residual waste in order to meet the carbon intensity floor.
In summary, the option is expected to result in fewer emissions than under current
operations and a positive effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The EPS and Carbon Intensity Floor have not been calculated for this option.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 4: AD and EfW (no CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road to the Old Kent Road Waste Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Edmonton Energy from Waste Facility.
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications. It is presumed a small proportion (10-15%) of this ash, along with some wastes that are not accepted at

the Edmonton Facility, will require disposal to landfill.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

5. To reduce use of natural
resources e.g. energy

 Will it maximise resource efficiency
through re-use, recycling or recovery?

 Will it reduce energy consumption?

+

Assessment of Effect:
The main output from EfW facilities are: incinerator bottom ash (IBA), air pollution control
residues (APC), pyrolysis char (the solid residue remaining from pyrolysis) and slag or
ash19. The IBA is typically recycles and used as aggregate. APC is a hazardous waste and
although it can be used in chemical treatment works or converted into aggregate, it is
usually disposed into landfills. Overall, it can be expected that up to 70-80% of the outputs
would be recycled.
The conventional way to generate electricity from waste is through direct combustion, with
the heat used to produce steam to drive a turbine. This is indirect generation with an
overall efficiency of 15-27%.
As an energy source, energy from waste has a number of potential advantages including
energy security and its non-intermittent nature.
In addition, the use of MSW to create electricity would result in less consumption of
alternative resources to produce energy (such as non-renewable fossil fuels).
Anaerobic Digestion can be considered as multi-beneficial in terms of sustainable waste
management since it: diverts organic waste from landfill; generates a renewable energy;
and creates a digestate that can replace artificial fertilizers.
Digestate is composed of residual indigestible material and dead micro-organisms. It
contains valuable plant nutrients like nitrogen and potassium can be used as a fertiliser and
soil conditioner, thus replacing artificial fertilizers.

19 DEFRA (2013) Energy from Waste: A guide to the debate. Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/221042/pb13892-energy-from-waste.pdf (
accessed on 13.09.2013)
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Option 4: AD and EfW (no CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road to the Old Kent Road Waste Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Edmonton Energy from Waste Facility.
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications. It is presumed a small proportion (10-15%) of this ash, along with some wastes that are not accepted at

the Edmonton Facility, will require disposal to landfill.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

Biogas is a mixture of 60% methane, 40% carbon dioxide and traces of other contaminant
gases. The exact composition of the biogas will depend on the type of ‘feedstock’ that is to
be digested.  Biogas can be combusted to provide heat, electivity, or both. Alternatively,
the biogas can be ‘upgraded’ to pure methane (also known as biomethane) and
subsequently injected into the mains gas grid or used as a road fuel.
On the AD facility in Dagenham, biogas will be used to power a combined heat and power
engine which will convert the energy contained in the gas into heat and electricity. The
plant is capable of producing 1MW of renewable energy for export to the national grid.
The operators of the Dagenham facility have indicated that 30,000 tonnes of food waste
would normally produce 25,920m3 of digestate product.
In general the electricity and recyclable outputs from the Edmonton facility would be
expected to have positive effects on the objective, although they are likely comparable with
the electricity and outputs generated under current arrangements.
The outputs of the AD facility would also have positive effects on the objective. A minor
positive effect is therefore expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
Uncertainties regarding the amount and carbon intensity of energy generation under this
option relative to business as usual.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 4: AD and EfW (no CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road to the Old Kent Road Waste Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Edmonton Energy from Waste Facility.
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications. It is presumed a small proportion (10-15%) of this ash, along with some wastes that are not accepted at

the Edmonton Facility, will require disposal to landfill.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

6. To minimise flood risk, protect
surface and groundwater
quality

 Will it avoid water contamination
incidents?

 Will it minimise flood risk from all sources
of flooding? 0

Assessment of Effect:
The option is not expected to have any effect on water quality or flood risk.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

7. To protect, enhance and
create environments that
encourage and support
biodiversity

 Will it minimise the risk of adverse impacts
from hazardous waste and contamination
incidents on the environment?

 Will it protect, enhance and increase
biodiversity and protect habitats?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Waste management activities may affect biodiversity through (i) habitat loss, (ii)
disturbance or (iii) increases in vermin.
As this option would not involve new infrastructure, habitat loss would not occur. Waste
collection and disposal would generally be of a similar nature to current operations and
therefore an increase in disturbance is not expected.
Overall, a neutral effect is expected on the biodiversity objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 4: AD and EfW (no CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road to the Old Kent Road Waste Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Edmonton Energy from Waste Facility.
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications. It is presumed a small proportion (10-15%) of this ash, along with some wastes that are not accepted at

the Edmonton Facility, will require disposal to landfill.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

8. To improve air quality  Will it minimise emissions of air pollutants
arising from the collection, transfer and
treatment of municipal wastes?

 Will it improve air quality?

 Will it reduce emissions of key pollutants?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, pollutants would be emitted by HGV collection vehicles and at the two
treatment facilities.
In addition to existing Refuse Collection Vehicles (RCV), separate RCVs would collection
domestic kitchen waste and commercial kitchen waste. Domestic kitchen waste would be
collected by five 7-tonne RCVs operating 5 days a week while commercial waste would be
collected by four 18-tonne RCVs operating 6 days a week.
Whether or not these collection services would result in additional overall mileage for all
collection vehicles in comparison with existing operations is not within the scope of this
assessment. However it is possible to calculate the additional mileage for transporting this
waste to the treatment facilities.
Kitchen waste will be transported to the Dagenham AD facility via the Old Kent Road
IWMF. The Old Kent Road IWMF is 3.8 miles from Westminster and it is a further 11.9
miles from the Old Kent Road IWMF to Dagenham Dock. This trip is not carried out under
current operations.
Residual waste would be transported directly to the Edmonton facility, a trip of 10.5 miles
from Westminster. Under current operations, most waste is transported to the SELCHP
facility, a distance of 5 miles.
Vehicle emissions have generally be lowered in Westminster in recent years in order to
meet the Euro IV standard. Vehicles have also been fitted with catalytic converters,
particulate traps and use ultra-low sulphur diesel.
Air quality issues associated with the treatment facilities under this option are not likely to
change as a result of waste disposal. Similar pollutants (Carbon Monoxide, VOCs, Sulphur
Dioxide, Hydrogen Chloride and Particulate Matter) will be emitted from the Edmonton
facility as the SELCHP facility; however, as both are permitted by the Environment Agency
and latest
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Option 4: AD and EfW (no CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road to the Old Kent Road Waste Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Edmonton Energy from Waste Facility.
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications. It is presumed a small proportion (10-15%) of this ash, along with some wastes that are not accepted at

the Edmonton Facility, will require disposal to landfill.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

information indicates that emissions are below permit levels and in line with current
regulations, no effects on air quality are anticipated. In addition, no significant adverse
effects on air quality were identified during the planning application process for the AD
facility
Despite the increase in trip lengths that is expected under this option, given the number of
trips involved, the ambient air quality, and the improved emission performance of the
collection vehicles, any increase in emissions would have negligible effects on air quality.
A neutral effect is therefore expected.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
The precise changes in RCV movements have not been estimated.
Charing Cross has been used as an indicative location in Westminster in order to calculate
distances to facilities.
Routes used to calculate distances are:
-Westminster to Edmonton: A503
-Westminster to Old Kent Road IWMF: A2/Old Kent Road
-Old Kent Road IWMF to AD Facility: A13
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 4: AD and EfW (no CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road to the Old Kent Road Waste Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Edmonton Energy from Waste Facility.
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications. It is presumed a small proportion (10-15%) of this ash, along with some wastes that are not accepted at

the Edmonton Facility, will require disposal to landfill.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

9. To minimise HGV movements
and ensure road safety

 Will it incorporate the proximity principle
and maximise self sufficiency in the
management of waste?

 Will it ensure that road safety is not
impaired?

 Will it maximise transport efficiency and
minimise the need for transport?

-

Assessment of Effect:
Under the Mayor’s London Plan (the spatial strategy for London), boroughs are required to
identify sufficient land to provide capacity to manage the apportioned tonnages of waste.
Studies undertaken by the Mayor of London indicate that the ‘land take’ of waste facilities
required in Westminster in order to meet its waste apportionment is 3 ha. The Westminster
Waste Evidence Base failed to identify any suitable sites to meet the London Waste
apportionment20. Therefore, due to the practical constraints of a lack of a suitable site, the
Council does not manage waste within Westminster; however, it should nonetheless seek
to ensure that waste is managed as close as possible to where it is generated.
The Mayor’s Waste Strategy highlights that about 40% of London’s municipal waste is
bulked up for treatment or landfill outside of London.
Under this option, the majority of residual waste would be transported to the Edmonton
Ecopark. This is approximately 10.5 miles from Westminster.  Under current operations,
residual waste is sent to the SELCHP, which is only 5 miles from Westminster.
The option will require transporting kitchen waste to Dagenham. This is a trip of 15.7 miles
from Westminster (via the Old Kent Road WTS).
In assessing the effect on the objective, it can be summarised that:
-There are no ‘local’ facilities available to treat residual waste in Westminster.
-The option would involve treating waste in London.
-The EfW facility is almost twice the distance from the facility currently used

20 City of Westminster (2009) Core Strategy- Waste Evidence Base
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Option 4: AD and EfW (no CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road to the Old Kent Road Waste Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Edmonton Energy from Waste Facility.
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications. It is presumed a small proportion (10-15%) of this ash, along with some wastes that are not accepted at

the Edmonton Facility, will require disposal to landfill.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

-The AD facility is over 15 miles from Westminster
-Modern waste collection and transportation activities are not likely to impair road safety.
Taking this into consideration, whilst the waste arising will be managed within the wider
London environs, the distances required to treat the waste will be greater than at presents
and in consequence it is likely that adverse effects, albeit minor in scale would be expected
on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
Charing Cross has been used as an indicative location in Westminster in order to calculate
distances to facilities.
Mitigation Measures:
Transport Plans should be adopted to ensure road safety is not impaired and trunk roads
are used as much as possible.

10. To reduce waste production
and increase, recycling and
recovery of waste

 Will it support the waste targets?

 Will it encourage responsible disposal of
electrical and hazardous waste?

 Will it reduce consumption of material and
resources?

 Will it increase re-use, recycling and
recovery?

 Will it reduce per capita household waste
arisings?

+

Assessment of Effect:
The Mayor of London’s key waste targets generally propose to:
-Achieve zero municipal waste direct to landfill by 2025
-Reduce the amount of household waste produced per annum
-Increase reuse and repair capacity
-Increase  recycling and composting rates
-Cut GHG emissions associated with municipal waste management
-To generate as much energy from London’s organic and non-recycled waste in a way that
is no more polluting in carbon terms than the energy sources it is replacing.
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Option 4: AD and EfW (no CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road to the Old Kent Road Waste Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Edmonton Energy from Waste Facility.
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications. It is presumed a small proportion (10-15%) of this ash, along with some wastes that are not accepted at

the Edmonton Facility, will require disposal to landfill.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

 Will it maximise recycling of commercial
waste?

As this option is focused on treatment for residual waste, it has a limited scope and
therefore is not likely to have an effect on several of the Mayor’s targets. These targets
include: reducing the amount of household waste produced per annum; and increasing
reuse and recycling capacity.
However the option could still support the achievement of some targets, such as: to
achieve zero waste sent directly to landfill; to cut GHG emissions and to increase recycling
and composting rates.
As a result, the option would help to meet some of the regional waste targets and a minor

positive effect is predicted as a result.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

11. To protect and enhance the
historic environment and
architectural, archaeological
and cultural heritage

 Will it protect heritage sites and cultural
value?

 Will it protect strategic views?

 Will it protect listed buildings and their
settings?

 Will it help preserve, enhance and record
archaeological features and their
settings?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Kitchen waste collection would be likely to require separate storage from other household
waste. As domestic kitchen waste collection caddys are usually only 5-10 litres in size, this
will have no adverse effects on the integrity or setting of listed buildings or other heritage
assets.
Should larger container bins be required, it is likely they will be located near housing
developments. Careful location and design may be required to ensure the setting of
heritage assets is not compromised.
As the option would not require the construction of new facilities, no effects are expected
on strategic views.
Overall, a neutral effect is expected on the objective.
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Option 4: AD and EfW (no CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road to the Old Kent Road Waste Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Edmonton Energy from Waste Facility.
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications. It is presumed a small proportion (10-15%) of this ash, along with some wastes that are not accepted at

the Edmonton Facility, will require disposal to landfill.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

12. To enhance public realm and
street improvements

 Will it reduce litter?

 Will it enhance the quality of public realm?

 Will it ensure efficient and quick clean-up
of public realm, particularly from night life
and events?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The option would not have any effect on the collection of litter. Additional waste collection
facilities may be required for kitchen waste but these are not likely to have adverse effects
on the public realm.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that kitchen waste collection services will be adopted for residential
properties only.
Mitigation Measures:
Should new waste collection assets (large food waste containers, etc) be introduced for
kitchen waste management services, the effect these assets would have on the public
realm should be considered.
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Option 4: AD and EfW (no CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road to the Old Kent Road Waste Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Edmonton Energy from Waste Facility.
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications. It is presumed a small proportion (10-15%) of this ash, along with some wastes that are not accepted at

the Edmonton Facility, will require disposal to landfill.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

13. To protect, enhance and seek
opportunities to increase open
space

 Will it improve open space?

 Will it protect and improve landscape
character?

 Will it minimise development on greenfield
sites?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, no new major waste management facilities would be required. Waste
collection services may be changed as kitchen waste would require separate collection. In
some areas, new collection spaces or containers may be required. These would likely be
found on large residential estates.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that if new kitchen waste collection containers would be required, this would
be located on hardstanding areas (such as car parking areas, entrances, etc) and this
would only have negligible effects on existing open space.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

14. To maintain economic
diversity, increase local
opportunity and support
sustainable economic growth

 Will it promote investment?

 Will it mitigate raising residual waste
disposal costs?

 Will it increase market shares in the
commercial waste sector?

 Will it improve business development and
environment?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Median Gate Fees for the main forms of treatment in 2012/2013 (£ per tonne) are as
follows21:
-Anerobic Digestion: £41
-IVC: £46
-MBT: £76
-EfW: (local authority data for pre 2000 facilities): £58

21 WRAP (2013) Gate Fees Report 2013. Available from: http://www.wrap.org.uk/sites/files/wrap/Gate_Fees_Report_2013_h%20%282%29.pdf (accessed on 11.09.2013)
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Option 4: AD and EfW (no CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road to the Old Kent Road Waste Mechanical Biological Treatment Facility in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered directly to the Edmonton Energy from Waste Facility.
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications. It is presumed a small proportion (10-15%) of this ash, along with some wastes that are not accepted at

the Edmonton Facility, will require disposal to landfill.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

 Will it encourage new business start ups,
small businesses and opportunities for
local people?

 Will it promote business in key sectors?

-EfW: (Defra Gate fee data <200kt): £111
-Landfill: (non hazardous gate fee plus landfill tax): £93
These fees may not be precisely reflective of costs that would be likely for Westminster.
However they offer a good indication of the likely costs of residual waste management
treatment in comparison to other forms of treatment. Accordingly, it can be seen that landfill
and EfW are generally the most expensive forms of treatment, while AD and IVC are
cheaper.
As AD gate fees are generally low and would have positive effects on protecting the
Council from rising residual waste costs.
Gate Fees for the waste to be sent to Edmonton are likely to be similar to those charged for
current residual waste sent to SELCHP.
A score of minor positive is therefore expected as the AD gate fees would help lower costs
and sending waste to Edmonton would avoid high landfill costs.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is difficult to predict future gate fees for residual waste disposal treatments.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 5: AD and EfW (with CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station. A small
amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

1. To create cohesive, inclusive
and safe communities,
sufficiently engaged to support
reaching waste targets

 Will it encourage community engagement
in reaching waste targets?

 Will it support a feeling of safety in the
community?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, kitchen waste from 50,000 residential properties and 4,000 commercial
properties would have to be collected separately. This would represent a considerable shift
in how these residents and business store and dispose of kitchen waste. In order to obtain
high capture rates, sustained participation would be required. It is likely that in order to
achieve this participation, substantial community engagement and participation would be
required from these households and businesses. Particular focus would be needed to
reach some members of the community, such as areas of high linguistic and cultural
diversity, or areas with high population turnover.
Overall, the option is expected to have a positive effect on the objective.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that kitchen waste collection will be rolled out to 50,000 residential properties
and 4,000 commercial properties.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

2. To reduce crime and fear of
crime

 Will it discourage fly-tipping and other
waste offences?

 Will it encourage the provision of waste
storage space in new built residential and
commercial units?

 Will it encourage changes to existing
residential buildings which will ensure
provision of waste storage space?

0

Assessment of Effect:
In order to implement this option, kitchen waste would require separate storage from other
domestic waste. Collections for kitchen waste would be kerbside, once a week.  This is not
likely to either promote or discourage the commissioning of waste related offences.
Other collection services would remain unchanged from current arrangements and it is not
therefore likely that the number of fly-tipping or other waste offences would increase.
Kitchen waste is typically stored in 5-10l caddies. It is unlikely that this option would
encourage developers of new residential and commercial buildings to provide additional
storage for waste.
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Option 5: AD and EfW (with CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station. A small
amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

As a result, a neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

3. To promote and improve
health and well being

 Will it minimise nuisance resulting from
odour?

 Will it minimize nuisance resulting from
noise?

 Will it avoid adverse effects on health and
well-being relating to air quality?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, waste would be processed and treated at two separate facilities: an AD
facility in Dagenham and the SELCHP facility.
Kitchen waste will be transported to the Dagenham AD facility via the Old Kent Road
IWMF. The Old Kent Road IWMF is 3.8 miles from Westminster and it is a further 11.9
miles from the Old Kent Road IWMF to Dagenham Dock.
Residual waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent WTS.
The SELCHP facility is 5 miles from Westminster and the SELCHP facility is 15 miles from
the Brent WTS.
Additional mileage is expected under this option compared with current operations. This is
attrributable to the transportation of kitchen waste to the AD facility in Dagenham. This
additional milage would result in increased fuel consumption and resulting emissions;
however, given the number of trips involved, the ambient air quality, and the improved
emission performance of collection vehicles, any increase in emissions would have
negligible effects on air quality.
As discussed in the assessment of Option 2, the AD facility in Dagenham is not expected
to cause any discernible effects on air quality, or result in significant effects on sensitive
receptors due to noise or odour.
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Option 5: AD and EfW (with CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station. A small
amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

The SELCHP facility complies with Industrial Emissions Directive (Directive 2010/75/EU).
This is a re-cast of the Waste Incineration Directive (2000/76/EC) and imposes strict
operating and technical requirements on incineration plants in order to limit emissions
which could pose risks to human health. The enforcement of the Industrial Emissions
Directive is undertaken by the Environment Agency through the Environmental Permitting
regime. The key requirements of the Directive for the operation of an incineration plant are:
-a minimum combustion temperature (8500c) and residence time (2 seconds) of the
resulting combustion products
-Specific emission limits for the release to the atmosphere of the following: Sulphur
Dioxide; Nitrogen Oxide and Dioxide; Hydrogen Chloride; Hydrogen Fluoride; Carbon
Monoxide; Dust; Heavy Metals; and dioxins and furans.
The Health Protection Agency (HPA, now part of Public Health England) has not identified
any discernible human health effects associated with well managed MSW incinerators in
the UK.  However, in light of public concerns regarding emissions from the facility more
than decade ago, an independent air quality report was commissioned by the facilities
operators in 200022. The assessment concluded that pollution around the site of the facility
appears mainly to be due to vehicular activity and that most measured pollutant levels (e.g.
SO2, dioxins and furans) were low when compared to published data for other monitoring
sites around the London area.
Data publicly available for emissions from the SELCHP facility for August 2013 indicate
that all regulated emissions were below the permitted output level.23

22 Oakwood Environmental Services (2000) Report on the Air Quality in the Vicinity of the South East London Combined Heat and Power Facility. Available from: http://www.selchp.co.uk/about-
selchp/ (accessed on 09.09.2013)
23 http://www.selchp.co.uk/your-waste/waste-from-local-authorities/our-emissions/
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Option 5: AD and EfW (with CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station. A small
amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

As a result, adverse effects on human health are not expected under this option and a
neutral effect is therefore predicted on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that the SELCHP facility will operate in line with the requirements set out in
the Environmental Permit so that there would be no breaches of emissions limits.
Charing Cross has been used as an indicative location in Westminster in order to calculate
distances to facilities.
Routes used to calculate distances are:
-Westminster to SELCHP: A2/Old Kent Road
-Westminster to Old Kent Road IWMF: A2/Old Kent Road
-Old Kent Road IWMF to AD Facility: A13
-Brent Road WTS to SELCHP: A40/A2
Mitigation Measures:
-Westminster is located in London’s Low Emissions Zone and as a result, offered
favourable weighting in the previous waste collection contract tender evaluation process for
waste management operations that could meet the requirements of the LEZ. The
successful tenderer introduced a new fleet of vehicles to meet the Euro IV standard and
were fitted with catalytic converters and particulate traps. In addition, these vehicles were
capable of using ultra-low sulphur diesel. The use of such measures on the kitchen waste
collection service vehicles would be likely to help reduce the emissions of pollutants and
minimise any effects on human health.
-Noise emitted from collection vehicles may be difficult to reduce due to operational or
safety reasons. Noise generated at facilities may be reduced by design features.
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Option 5: AD and EfW (with CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station. A small
amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

4. To reduce greenhouse
emissions and support climate
change adaptation

 Will it reduce greenhouse gas emissions
and support emission targets?

 Will it promote the use of energy from
renewable sources?

 Will it be resilient to climate change and
maximise adaption?

 Will it reduce ozone depleting emissions?

+

Assessment of Effect
The Mayor wants London’s municipal waste management to move from being a net
contributor to climate change to an activity that plays a key role in achieving significant
climate change mitigation and energy savings benefits.  In order to achieve this, the Mayor
has developed two tools:

8. The Emissions Performance Standard (EPS) is a metric that will help inform the
way waste authorities undertake their functions, aiming to ensure the collection;
treatment; energy generation; and final disposal of municipal waste collectively
achieve the greatest CO2 eq savings.  The Mayor has set an EPS level of -
130kgCO2eq/t waste managed by 2015, rising to -190 kgCO2eq/t waste
managed by 2020 and -240 kgCO2eq/t waste managed by 2031.

9. The Carbon Intensity Floor is a minimum CO2 eq emissions performance for
energy generated from London’s municipal waste. London’s waste authorities
will need to ensure that energy generated from their municipal waste meets the
carbon intensity floor, or demonstrate that there are steps in place to meet it in
the near future.

Lifecycle CO2 eq performance
Lifecycle CO2eq performance for London’s municipal waste activities in 2009/2010 (as set
out in the Mayor’s Waste Strategy) offers a good indication of the performance of waste
management activities in comparison with one another.
The results show that landfill resulted in emissions of 0.26 ktCO2eq per ktpa of waste
managed. However this drops to 0.056 ktCO2eq per ktpa of waste managed for
Incineration.
Some waste management activities, including AD, will offset emissions. Figures from
Mayor’s Strategy illustrate that 11ktpa of waste treated by AD in 2009/2010 resulted in
emissions savings of 1 ktCO2eq.
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Option 5: AD and EfW (with CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station. A small
amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

This option has used the GLA Calculator to estimate the EPS for this option. The results
from the Calculator Tool show that: TO BE CONFIRMED FOLLOWING CONSULTATION
WITH WCC ON INPUT DATA
Carbon Intensity Floor
As outlined above, the Mayor has set a minimum CO2 emissions performance target and
London’s waste authorities will need to ensure that energy generated from their waste
meets this minimum performance. The Mayor’s Waste Strategy notes that this approach
will rule out traditional mass-burn incineration techniques and will encourage a move
towards cleaner, efficient energy generation from low carbon waste material in the form of
heat, power and transport fuel.
In addition, the Mayor has set a target for London to generate 25% of its energy
requirements in work places and homes from low carbon decentralised energy by 2025.
The Renewable Energy Directive (RED) requires the UK to source at least 15% of its total
energy from renewables by 2020. To meet this target, the Government has estimated that
renewable sources will need to contribute:
-At least 32% of the UK’s electricity (with one third coming from biomass)
-At least 12% of the UK’s heat requirements
-At least 10% of the UK’s road transport fuel requirements.
The Mayor has set a target of generating as much energy as practicable from London’s
organic and non-recycled waste in a way that is no more polluting in carbon terms than the
energy source it is replacing. This is estimated to be possible for about 40% of London’s
municipal waste after recycling or composting targets are achieved by 2031.



73

© AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited

Option 5: AD and EfW (with CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station. A small
amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

The marginal source of electricity which is considered to be displaced is the combined
cycle gas turbine plant. This plant typically generates electricity at a carbon intensity of
about 393 grams of CO2 per kWh of electricity produced. As a result, the Carbon Intensity
Floor has set by the GLA at 400 grams of CO2 per kWh of electricity produced.
Indicative requirements for achieving the Carbon Intensity Floor published in the Mayor’s
waste strategy illustrate that Incinerator (no CHP) would need to be 28% efficient in terms
of electricity generation and have a caloric value of 69% from untreated waste. Although
modelling has not been carried out, it is unlikely that the Edmonton facility would operate to
this electricity efficiency level and therefore would not meet the Carbon Intensity Floor.
Although the SELCHP facility is expected to export heat from 2013/2014, it would still need
to deliver 30% of net heat to end users and operate at 19% electricity efficiency in order to
meet the carbon intensity floor.
The AD facility will generate renewable energy and the Council will be able to offset its CO2
eq performance against other energy generation solutions for treating its residual waste in
order to meet the carbon intensity floor.
The Carbon Intensity Floor has been calculated for this option. The results of this
calculation show that : TO BE CONFIRMED FOLLOWING CONSULTATION WITH WCC
ON INPUT DATA
Overall, a positive effect is expected on this objective as it will promote the use of
renewable energy (AD) for kitchen waste.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 5: AD and EfW (with CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station. A small
amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

5. To reduce use of natural
resources e.g. energy

 Will it maximise resource efficiency
through re-use, recycling or recovery?

 Will it reduce energy consumption?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Anaerobic Digestion can be considered as multi-beneficial in terms of sustainable waste
management since it: diverts organic waste from landfill; generates a renewable energy;
and creates a digestate that can replace artificial fertilizers.
Digestate is composed of residual indigestible material and dead micro-organisms. It
contains valuable plant nutrients like nitrogen and potassium can be used as a fertiliser and
soil conditioner, thus replacing artificial fertilizers.
Biogas is a mixture of 60% methane, 40% carbon dioxide and traces of other contaminant
gases. The exact composition of the biogas will depend on the type of ‘feedstock’ that is to
be digested.  Biogas can be combusted to provide heat, electivity, or both. Alternatively,
the biogas can be ‘upgraded’ to pure methane (also known as biomethane) and
subsequently injected into the mains gas grid or used as a road fuel.
On the AD facility in Dagenham, biogas will be used to power a combined heat and power
engine which will convert the energy contained in the gas into heat and electricity. The
plant is capable of producing 1MW of renewable energy for export to the national grid.
The operators of the Dagenham facility have indicated that 30,000 tonnes of food waste
would normally produce 25,920m3 of digestate product.
The standard approach for the recovery of energy from the incineration of MSW is to utilise
the combustion heat through a boiler to generate steam. Of the total available energy in the
waste up to 80% can be retrieved in the boiler to produce steam. The steam can be used
for the generation of power via a steam turbine and/or used for heating.
The electricity generated can be supplied to the national grid for sale and distribution while
the heat can be used for local district heating (residential and/or commercial properties) or
local industrial processes.
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Option 5: AD and EfW (with CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station. A small
amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

An energy recovery plant that produces both heat and power is commonly referred to as a
Combined Heat and Power (CHP) Plant and this is the most efficient option for utilising
recovered energy from waste via a steam boiler.24

The SELCHP facility treats 420,000 tonnes per annum and generates 35 MW of electricity.
In addition SELCHP is expected to provide heat and hot water to five residential estates in
Southwark from late 2013.
The SELCHP facility will also produce Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA). IBA can be used as a
secondary aggregate for construction and its use can lead to a reduction in the use of
virgin materials in the construction and building industry.
Overall, this option is expected to produce outputs which could replace the use of natural
resources such as natural gas (for electricity production, natural gas supply and heating)
and aggregates for use in construction. This would have positive effects on the use of
natural resources objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that SELCHP will be able to export heat from 2013/2014.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

24 DEFRA (2013) Incineration of Municipal Solid Waste. Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/221036/pb13889-incineration-municipal-
waste.pdf (accessed on 11.09.2013)
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Option 5: AD and EfW (with CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station. A small
amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

6. To minimise flood risk, protect
surface and groundwater
quality

 Will it avoid water contamination
incidents?

 Will it minimise flood risk from all sources
of flooding? 0

Assessment of Effect:
The option is not expected to have any effect on water quality or flood risk
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

7. To protect, enhance and
create environments that
encourage and support
biodiversity

 Will it minimise the risk of adverse impacts
from hazardous waste and contamination
incidents on the environment?

 Will it protect, enhance and increase
biodiversity and protect habitats?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Waste management activites may affect biodiversity through (i) habitat loss, (ii) disturbance
or (iii) increase in vermin.
As this option would not involve new infrastructure, no habitat loss is expected. Waste
collection and disposal would generally be of a similar nature to current operations and
therefore an increase  in disturbance is not expected.
Overall, a neutral effect is expected on the biodiversity objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 5: AD and EfW (with CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station. A small
amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

8. To improve air quality  Will it minimise emissions of air pollutants
arising from the collection, transfer and
treatment of municipal wastes?

 Will it improve air quality?

 Will it reduce emissions of key pollutants?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, pollutants would be emitted by HGV collection vehicles and at the two
treatment facilities.
Kitchen waste will be collected weekly from 50,000 residential properties. Five 7-tonne
Refuse Collection Vehicles will serve 2,750 properties a day. In addition, four 18-tonne
Refuse Collection Vehicles will serve 800 properties a day
Vehicle emissions have generally be lowered in Westminster in recent years in order to
meet the Euro IV standard. Vehicles have also been fitted with catalytic converters,
particulate traps and use ultra-low sulphur diesel.
No significant air quality impacts have been associated with either SELCHP or AD facilities.
Although this option would result in treating more waste than under current operations, this
is not likely to have adverse effects on local air quality.
Although there would be additional vehicle emissions associated with this option, due to
existing emission controls, the number of vehicles or any increase in vehicle movements
would not be of a scale to result in any discernible effects on air quality in Westminster.
Therefore although adverse effects may occur on air quality, these would be negligible in
scale.
As a result, a neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 5: AD and EfW (with CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station. A small
amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

9. To minimise HGV movements
and ensure road safety

 Will it incorporate the proximity principle
and maximise self sufficiency in the
management of waste?

 Will it ensure that road safety is not
impaired?

 Will it maximise transport efficiency and
minimise the need for transport?

?/-

Assessment of Effect:
Under the Mayor’s London Plan (the spatial strategy for London), boroughs are required to
identify sufficient land to provide capacity to manage the apportioned tonnages of waste.
Studies undertaken by the Mayor of London indicate that the ‘land take’ of waste facilities
required in Westminster in order to meet its waste apportionment is 3 ha. The Westminster
Waste Evidence Base failed to identify any suitable sites to meet the London Waste
apportionment25. Therefore, due to the practical constraints of a lack of a suitable site, the
Council does not manage waste within Westminster; however, it should nonetheless seek
to ensure that waste is managed as close as possible to where it is generated.
The Mayor’s Waste Strategy highlights that about 40% of London’s municipal waste is
bulked up for treatment or landfill outside of London.
This option would require additional Refuse Collection Vehicle (RCV) movements to collect
kitchen waste. It is estimated that four 18-tonne RCVs would operate 6 days a week to
collect commercial kitchen waste and five 7-tonne RCVs would operate 5 days a week to
collect domestic kitchen waste.
Once collected, this waste would need to be transported to the AD facility in Dagenham via
the Old Kent Road IWMF. This is a trip of 18.2 miles in total.
Residual waste would be transported to the SELCHP facility, either directly or via the Brent
WTS. This is a trip of 5 miles (directly from Westminster) or 15 miles from the Brent WTS.
In conclusion, although the option does not promote the management of waste in
Westminster, it seeks to ensure the majority of waste is managed in London.

25 City of Westminster (2009) Core Strategy- Waste Evidence Base
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Option 5: AD and EfW (with CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station. A small
amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

It is difficult at this stage to predict whether there would be additional RCV movements
under this option as additional trips for kitchen waste would result in fewer trips to the
SELCHP facility. However the trips to Dagenham would result in longer journeys than what
is currently undertaken.
A mixed uncertain/minor negative effect is therefore predicted.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
Charing Cross has been used as an indicative location in Westminster in order to calculate
distances to facilities.
Routes used to calculate distances are:
-Westminster to SELCHP: A2/Old Kent Road
-Westminster to Old Kent Road IWMF: A2/Old Kent Road
-Old Kent Road IWMF to AD Facility: A13
-Brent Road WTS to SELCHP: A40/A2
Mitigation Measures:
Transport Plans should be adopted to ensure road safety is not impaired and trunk roads
are used as much as possible.
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Option 5: AD and EfW (with CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station. A small
amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

10. To reduce waste production
and increase, recycling and
recovery of waste

 Will it support the waste targets?

 Will it encourage responsible disposal of
electrical and hazardous waste?

 Will it reduce consumption of material and
resources?

 Will it increase re-use, recycling and
recovery?

 Will it reduce per capita household waste
arisings?

 Will it maximise recycling of commercial
waste? +

Assessment of Effect:
The Mayor of London’s key waste targets generally propose to:
-Achieve zero municpal waste direct to landfill by 2025
-Reduce the amout of household waste produced per annum
-Increase reuse and repair capacity
-Increase recycling and composting rates
-Cut GHG emissions associated with municipal waste management.
-To generate as much energy from London’s organic and non-recycled waste in a way that
is no more polluting in carbon terms than the energy source it is replacing.
Under this option, kitchen waste would be treated at an AD facility and would contribute to
meeting the Mayor’s recycling and composting target. In addition, the option would also
help to contribute to the council continuing to meet the mayor’s targets of not sending
waste directly to landfill, generating as much energy as possible from London’s organic and
non-recycled waste and cutting GHG emissions.
However the option would not have any effect on meeting some of the Mayor’s targets,
such as to reduce the amount of household waste produced and increasing re-use and
repair capacity.
Overall however the option would help to meet some of the regional waste targets and a
minor positive effect is predicted as a result.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 5: AD and EfW (with CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station. A small
amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

11. To protect and enhance the
historic environment and
architectural, archaeological
and cultural heritage

 Will it protect heritage sites and cultural
value?

 Will it protect strategic views?

 Will it protect listed buildings and their
settings?

 Will it help preserve, enhance and record
archaeological features and their
settings?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Kitchen waste  collection would be likely to require seperate storage from other household
waste. As domestic kitchen waste collection caddys are usually only 5-10 litres in size, this
will have no adverse effects on the integrity or setting of listed buildings or other heritage
assets.
Should larger container bins be required, it is likely they will be located near housing
developments. Careful location and design may be required to ensure the setting of
heritage assests is not compromised.
As the option would not require the construction of new facilities, no effects are expected
on strategic views.
Overall, a neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

12. To enhance public realm and
street improvements

 Will it reduce litter?

 Will it enhance the quality of public realm?

 Will it ensure efficient and quick clean-up
of public realm, particularly from night life
and events? 0

Assessment of Effect:
The option would not have any effect on the collection of litter. Additional waste collection
facilities may be required for kitchen waste but these are not likely to have adverse effects
on the public realm.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that kitchen waste collection services will be adopted for residential
properties only.
Mitigation Measures:
Should new waste collection assets (large food waste containers, etc) be introduced for
kitchen waste management services, the effect these assets would have on the public
realm should be considered.
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Option 5: AD and EfW (with CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station. A small
amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

13. To protect, enhance and seek
opportunities to increase open
space

 Will it improve open space?

 Will it protect and improve landscape
character?

 Will it minimise development on greenfield
sites?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, no new major waste management facilities would be required. Waste
collection services may be changed as kitchen waste would require separate collection. In
some areas, new collection spaces or containers may be required. These would likely be
found on large residential estates.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that if new kitchen waste collection containers would be required, this would
be located on hardstanding areas (such as car parking areas, entrances, etc) and this
would only have negligible effects on existing open space.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

14. To maintain economic
diversity, increase local
opportunity and support
sustainable economic growth

 Will it promote investment?
 Will it mitigate raising residual waste

disposal costs?
 Will it increase market shares in the

commercial waste sector?
 Will it improve business development and

environment?
 Will it encourage new business start ups,

small businesses and opportunities for
local people?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Median Gate Fees for the main forms of treatment in 2012/2013 (£ per tonne) are as
follows26:
-Anerobic Digestion: £41
-IVC: £46
-MBT: £76
-EfW: (local authority data for pre 2000 facilities): £58
-EfW: (Defra Gate fee data <200kt): £111
-Landfill: (non hazardous gate fee plus landfill tax): £93

26 WRAP (2013) Gate Fees Report 2013. Available from: http://www.wrap.org.uk/sites/files/wrap/Gate_Fees_Report_2013_h%20%282%29.pdf (accessed on 11.09.2013)
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Option 5: AD and EfW (with CHP)

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at an Anaerobic Digestion Facility which is currently in construction in the London Sustainable Business Park in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham. Waste
will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station. A small
amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

 Will it promote business in key sectors? In addition, the Mayor has identified gate fees for landfill and incineration. Once landfill tax
and collection costs are taken into consideration, the total cost for landfill is £142/tonne but
only £138/tonne for incineration.
These costs are only indicative and are subject to market fluctuations. Although market
fluctuations affect the ability to accurately predict future costs, landfill tax in the short term
is more definitive and between 2011 to 2014 is set to rise from £50/tonne to £80.
AD gate fees are generally low and this would have positive effects on protecting the
Council from rising residual waste costs. Although EfW costs are higher than some forms
of treatment (such as MBT), they are still lower than landfill costs.
Overall, this option is expected to have a positive effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is not possible to predict exact future gate fees for waste disposal options.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 6: IVC and EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at the Ridham Dock Road In-Vessel-Composting (IVC) facility in Sittingbourne, Kent. Waste will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste
Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station (WTS).
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

1. To create cohesive, inclusive
and safe communities,
sufficiently engaged to support
reaching waste targets

 Will it encourage community engagement
in reaching waste targets?

 Will it support a feeling of safety in the
community?

+

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, kitchen waste from 50,000 residential properties and 4,000 commercial
properties would have to be collected separately. This would represent a considerable shift
in how these residents and business store and dispose of kitchen waste. In order to obtain
high capture rates, sustained participation would be required. It is likely that in order to
achieve this participation, substantial community engagement and participation would be
required from these households and businesses. Particular focus would be needed to
reach some members of the community, such as areas of high linguistic and cultural
diversity, or areas with high population turnover.
Overall, the option is expected to have a positive effect on the objective.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that kitchen waste collection will be rolled out to 50,000 residential properties
and 4,000 commercial properties.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

2. To reduce crime and fear of
crime

 Will it discourage fly-tipping and other
waste offences?

 Will it encourage the provision of waste
storage space in new built residential and
commercial units?

 Will it encourage changes to existing
residential buildings which will ensure
provision of waste storage space?

0

Assessment of Effect:
In order to implement this option, kitchen waste would require separate storage from other
domestic waste. Collections for kitchen waste would be kerbside, once a week.  This is not
likely to either promote or discourage the commissioning of waste related offences.
Other collection services would remain unchanged from current arrangements and it is not
therefore likely that the number of fly-tipping or other waste offences would increase.
Kitchen waste is typically stored in 5-10l caddies. It is unlikely that this option would
encourage developers of new residential and commercial buildings to provide additional
storage for waste.
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Option 6: IVC and EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at the Ridham Dock Road In-Vessel-Composting (IVC) facility in Sittingbourne, Kent. Waste will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste
Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station (WTS).
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

As a result, a neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumptions and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

3. To promote and improve
health and well being

 Will it minimise nuisance resulting from
odour?

 Will it minimize nuisance resulting from
noise?

 Will it avoid adverse effects on health and
well-being relating to air quality?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, waste would be processed and treated at two separate facilities: an IVC
facility in Sittingbourne and the SELCHP facility.
Kitchen waste will be transported to the Sittingbourne IVC facility via the Old Kent Road
IWMF. The Old Kent Road IWMF is 3.8 miles from Westminster and it is a further 44.2
miles from the Old Kent Road to the IVC facility.
Residual waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent WTS.
The SELCHP facility is 5 miles from Westminster and the SELCHP facility is 15 miles from
the Brent WTS.
As a result of transporting kitchen waste to Sittingbourne, additional mileage is expected
under this option compared with current operations. This additional mileage would result in
increased fuel consumption and resulting emissions; however, given the number of trips
involved, the ambient air quality, and the improved emission performance of collection
vehicles, any increase in emissions would have negligible effects on air quality.
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Option 6: IVC and EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at the Ridham Dock Road In-Vessel-Composting (IVC) facility in Sittingbourne, Kent. Waste will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste
Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station (WTS).
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

IVC is an industrial means of composting biodegradable waste. The processing of the
waste occurs within a series of closed vessels (reactors), tunnels and buildings and results
in saleable compost for use in domestic or commercial applications. The IVC plant in
Sittingbourne is designed to accommodate and process a selection of organic waste
materials at a rate of 35,000 tonnes per annum. The facility manages a range of organic
waste materials including catering and meat wastes and therefore is required to comply
with the Animal By Products Regulations (ABPR) 2003.
The APBR requires the waste materials to be composted through a two barrier process
and achieve sterilisation by reaching a minimum temperature of 60oc for a period 2
consecutive days over each of the two barriers cycles. Once composted materials have
been processed through the In Vessel system the now stable compost will be removed and
placed onto a maturation pad for a minimum period of 18 days. No significant air quality or
noise effects were identified during the planning permission process for the IVC facility.
The SELCHP facility must comply with Industrial Emissions Directive (Directive
2010/75/EU). This is a re-cast of the Waste Incineration Directive (2000/76/EC) and
imposes strict operating and technical requirements on incineration plants in order to limit
emissions which could pose risks to human health. The enforcement of the Industrial
Emissions Directive is undertaken by the Environment Agency through the Environmental
Permitting regime. The key requirements of the Directive for the operation of an
incineration plant are:
-a minimum combustion temperature (8500c) and residence time (2 seconds) of the
resulting combustion products
-Specific emission limits for the release to the atmosphere of the following: Sulphur
Dioxide; Nitrogen Oxide and Dioxide; Hydrogen Chloride; Hydrogen Fluoride; Carbon
Monoxide; Dust; Heavy Metals; and dioxins and furans.
The Health Protection Agency (HPA, now part of Public Health England) has not identified
any discernible human health effects associated with well managed MSW incinerators in
the UK.
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Option 6: IVC and EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at the Ridham Dock Road In-Vessel-Composting (IVC) facility in Sittingbourne, Kent. Waste will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste
Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station (WTS).
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

However, in light of public concerns regarding emissions from the facility more than decade
ago, an independent air quality report was commissioned by the facilities operators in
200027. The Assessment concluded that pollution around the site of the facility appears
mainly to be due to vehicular activity and that most measured pollutant levels (e.g. SO2,
dioxins and furans) were low when compared to published data for other monitoring sites
around the London area.
Data publicly available for emissions from the SELCHP facility for August 2013 indicate
that all regulated emissions were below the permitted output level.28

As a result, adverse effects on human health are not expected under this option and a
neutral effect is therefore predicted on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that the SELCHP facility will operate in line with the requirements set out in
the Environmental Permit so that there would be no breaches of emissions limits.
Mitigation Measures:
-Westminster is located in London’s Low Emissions Zone and as a result, offered
favourable weighting in the previous waste collection contract tender evaluation process for
waste management operations that could meet the requirements of the LEZ. The
successful tenderer introduced a new fleet of vehicles to met the Euro IV standard and
were fitted with catalytic converters and particulate traps. In addition, these vehicles were
capable of using ultra-low sulphur diesel. The use of such measures on the kitchen waste
collection service vehicles would be likely to help reduce the emissions of pollutants and
minimise any effects on human health.
-Noise emitted from collection vehicles may be difficult to reduce due to operational or
safety reasons. Noise generated at facilities may be reduced by design features.27 Oakwood Environmental Services (2000) Report on the Air Quality in the Vicinity of the South East London Combined Heat and Power Facility. Available from: http://www.selchp.co.uk/about-selchp/

(accessed on 09.09.2013)
28 http://www.selchp.co.uk/your-waste/waste-from-local-authorities/our-emissions/
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Option 6: IVC and EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at the Ridham Dock Road In-Vessel-Composting (IVC) facility in Sittingbourne, Kent. Waste will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste
Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station (WTS).
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

4. To reduce greenhouse
emissions and support climate
change adaptation

 Will it reduce greenhouse gas emissions
and support emission targets?

 Will it promote the use of energy from
renewable sources?

 Will it be resilient to climate change and
maximise adaption?

 Will it reduce ozone depleting emissions?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The Mayor wants London’s municipal waste management to move from being a net
contributor to climate change to an activity that plays a key role in achieving significant
climate change mitigation and energy savings benefits.  In order to achieve this, the Mayor
has developed two tools:

10. The Emissions Performance Standard (EPS) is a metric that will help inform the
way waste authorities undertake their functions, aiming to ensure the collection;
treatment; energy generation; and final disposal of municipal waste collectively
achieve the greatest CO2 eq savings.  The Mayor has set an EPS level of -
130kgCO2eq/t waste managed by 2015, rising to -190 kgCO2eq/t waste
managed by 2020 and -240 kgCO2eq/t waste managed by 2031.

11. The Carbon Intensity Floor is a minimum CO2 eq emissions performance for
energy generated from London’s municipal waste. London’s waste authorities
will need to ensure that energy generated from their municipal waste meets the
carbon intensity floor, or demonstrate that there are steps in place to meet it in
the near future.

Lifecycle CO2 eq performance
Lifecycle CO2eq performance for London’s municipal waste activities in 2009/2010 (as set
out in the Mayor’s Waste Strategy) offers a good indication of the performance of waste
management activities in comparison with one another.
The results show that landfill resulted in emissions of 0.26 ktCO2eq per ktpa of waste
managed. However this drops to 0.056 ktCO2eq per ktpa of waste managed for
Incineration.
Some waste management activities, including those in this option, offset emissions.
Figures are provided below for these activities (an offset in emissions is represented as a
negative figure):
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Option 6: IVC and EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at the Ridham Dock Road In-Vessel-Composting (IVC) facility in Sittingbourne, Kent. Waste will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste
Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station (WTS).
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

MBT: 296 ktpa of waste resulted in emissions of -3 ktCO2eq
IVC: 124ktpa of waste resulted in emissions of -6 ktCO2eq
This option has not used the GLA Calculator to estimate the EPS for this option. Therefore
it is uncertain whether the EPS performance levels set out by the Mayor will be met.
However based on indicative performances set out in the Mayor’s Waste Strategy, it is
likely that this option would result in less emissions of GHG than current operations. This
reduction will be achieved by the offset emissions associated with sending kitchen waste to
an IVC facility.
Carbon Intensity Floor
As outlined above, the Mayor has set a minimum CO2 emissions performance target and
London’s waste authorities will need to ensure that energy generated from their waste
meets this minimum performance. The Mayor’s Waste Strategy notes that this approach
will rule out traditional mass-burn incineration techniques and will encourage a move
towards cleaner, efficient energy generation from low carbon waste material in the form of
heat, power and transport fuel.
In addition, the Mayor has set a target for London to generate 25% of its energy
requirements in work places and homes from low carbon decentralised energy by 2025.

The Renewable Energy Directive (RED) requires the UK to source at least 15% of its total
energy from renewables by 2020. To meet this target, the Government has estimated that
renewable sources will need to contribute:
-At least 32% of the UK’s electricity (with one third coming from biomass)
-At least 12% of the UK’s heat requirements
-At least 10% of the UK’s road transport fuel requirements.
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Option 6: IVC and EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at the Ridham Dock Road In-Vessel-Composting (IVC) facility in Sittingbourne, Kent. Waste will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste
Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station (WTS).
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

The Mayor has set a target of generating as much energy as practicable from London’s
organic and non-recycled waste in a way that is no more polluting in carbon terms than the
energy source it is replacing. This is estimated to be possible for about 40% of London’s
municipal waste after recycling or composting targets are achieved by 2031.
The marginal source of electricity which is considered to be displaced is the combined
cycle gas turbine plant. This plant typically generates electricity at a carbon intensity of
about 393 grams of CO2 per kWh of electricity produced. As a result, the Carbon Intensity
Floor has set by the GLA at 400 grams of CO2 per kWh of electricity produced.
The Carbon Intensity Floor has not been calculated for this option.
In general, waste sent directly to incineration generating electivity only at 24% electricity
would result in emissions of 676 CO2 per kwh of electricity. It is uncertain whether these
emissions would be comparable with the SELCHP facility but it is likely they are indicative.
The treatment of waste at an IVC would divert kitchen waste from an AD facility that could
be generated renewable energy. This would result in a hypothetical loss of emissions
savings that could be offset against other energy generation solutions.
Overall, it can be summarised:
-The treatment of waste at an incinerator is likely to result in lifecycle GHG emissions
-The treatment of waste at an IVC facility is likely result in an offset of GHG emissions
-The treatment of waste at an incinerator is likely to result in more GHG emissions than a
marginal source of electricity (Combined Cycle Gas Turbine Plant)
-The treatment of waste at an AD facility will not offer opportunities for low-carbon or
renewable energy.
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Option 6: IVC and EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at the Ridham Dock Road In-Vessel-Composting (IVC) facility in Sittingbourne, Kent. Waste will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste
Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station (WTS).
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

Taking this into consideration, it is likely that there would not be an overall change in GHG
emissions under this option.
A neutral effect is therefore expected.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
As outlined above, the EPS and Carbon Intensity Floor has not been calculate for this
option.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

5. To reduce use of natural
resources e.g. energy

 Will it maximise resource effieciency
through re-use, recycling or recovery?

 Will it reduce energy consumption?

+

Assessment of Effect:
The output of IVC is stabilised, nutrient-rich and peat-free compost which is suitable as a
soil improver for the farming and agriculture industry.
With regard to the SELCHP facility, the standard approach for the recovery of energy from
the incineration of MSW is to utilise the combustion heat through a boiler to generate
steam. Of the total available energy in the waste up to 80% can be retrieved in the boiler to
produce steam. The steam can be used for the generation of power via a steam turbine
and/or used for heating.
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Option 6: IVC and EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at the Ridham Dock Road In-Vessel-Composting (IVC) facility in Sittingbourne, Kent. Waste will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste
Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station (WTS).
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

The electricity generated can be supplied to the national grid for sale and distribution while
the heat can be used for local district heating (residential and/or commercial properties) or
local industrial processes.
An energy recovery plant that produces both heat and power is commonly referred to as a
Combined Heat and Power (CHP) Plant and this is the most efficient option for utilising
recovered energy from waste via a steam boiler.29

The SELCHP facility treats 420,000 tonnes per annum and generates 35 MW of electricity.
In addition SELCHP is expected to provide heat and hot water to five residential estates in
Southwark from late 2013.
The SELCHP facility will also produce Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA). IBA can be used as a
secondary aggregate for construction and its used can lead to a reduction in the use of
virgin materials in the construction and building industry. This option would produce outputs
which would result in a decrease in the use of natural resources and virgin materials.
As a result, a minor positive effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that SELCHP will be able to export heat from 2013/2014.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

29 DEFRA (2013) Incineration of Municipal Solid Waste. Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/221036/pb13889-incineration-municipal-
waste.pdf (accessed on 11.09.2013)
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Option 6: IVC and EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at the Ridham Dock Road In-Vessel-Composting (IVC) facility in Sittingbourne, Kent. Waste will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste
Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station (WTS).
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

6. To minimise flood risk, protect
surface and groundwater
quality

 Will it avoid water contamination
incidents?

 Will it minimise flood risk from all sources
of flooding? 0

Assessment of Effect:
The option is not expected to have any effect on water quality or flood risk
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

7. To protect, enhance and
create environments that
encourage and support
biodiversity

 Will it minimise the risk of adverse impacts
from hazardous waste and contamination
incidents on the environment?

 Will it protect, enhance and increase
biodiversity and protect habitats?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Waste management activites may affect biodiversity through (i) habitat loss, (ii) disturbance
or (iii) increase in vermin.
As this option would not involve new infrastructure, no habitat loss is expected. Waste
collection and disposal would generally be of a similar nature to current operations and
therefore an increase  in disturbance is not expected.
Overall, a neutral effect is expected on the biodiversity objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 6: IVC and EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at the Ridham Dock Road In-Vessel-Composting (IVC) facility in Sittingbourne, Kent. Waste will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste
Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station (WTS).
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

8. To improve air quality  Will it minimise emissions of air pollutants
arising from the collection, transfer and
treatment of municipal wastes?

 Will it improve air quality?

 Will it reduce emissions of key pollutants?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, pollutants would be emitted by HGV collection vehicles and at the two
treatment facilities.
Kitchen waste will be collected weekly from 50,000 residential properties. Five 7-tonne
Refuse Collection Vehicles will serve 2,750 properties a day. In addition, four 18-tonne
Refuse Collection Vehicles will serve 800 properties a day
Vehicle emissions have generally be lowered in Westminster in recent years in order to
meet the Euro IV standard. Vehicles have also been fitted with catalytic converters,
particulate traps and use ultra-low sulphur diesel.
No significant air quality impacts have been associated with either SELCHP or IVC
facilities. Although this option would result in treating more waste than under current
operations, this is not likely to have adverse effects on local air quality.
Although there would be additional vehicle emissions associated with this option, existing
controls, the number of vehicles would not be of a scale to result in any discernible effects
on air quality in Westminster. Therefore although adverse effects may occur on air quality,
these would be negligible in scale.
As a result, a neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 6: IVC and EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at the Ridham Dock Road In-Vessel-Composting (IVC) facility in Sittingbourne, Kent. Waste will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste
Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station (WTS).
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

9. To minimise HGV movements
and ensure road safety

 Will it incorporate the proximity principle
and maximise self sufficiency in the
management of waste?

 Will it ensure that road safety is not
impaired?

 Will it maximise transport efficiency and
minimise the need for transport? -

Assessment of Effect:
Under the Mayor’s London Plan (the spatial strategy for London), boroughs are required to
identify sufficient land to provide capacity to manage the apportioned tonnages of waste.
Studies undertaken by the Mayor of London indicate that the ‘land take’ of waste facilities
required in Westminster in order to meet its waste apportionment is 3 ha. The Westminster
Waste Evidence Base failed to identify any suitable sites to meet the London Waste
apportionment30. Therefore, due to the practical constraints of a lack of a suitable site, the
Council does not manage waste within Westminster; however, it should nonetheless seek
to ensure that waste is managed as close as possible to where it is generated.
The Mayor’s Waste Strategy highlights that about 40% of London’s municipal waste is
bulked up for treatment or landfill outside of London.
This option would require additional Refuse Collection Vehicle (RCV) movements to collect
kitchen waste. It is estimated that four 18-tonne RCVs would operate 6 days a week to
collect commercial kitchen waste and five 7-tonne RCVs would operate 5 days a week to
collect domestic kitchen waste.

30 City of Westminster (2009) Core Strategy- Waste Evidence Base
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Option 6: IVC and EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at the Ridham Dock Road In-Vessel-Composting (IVC) facility in Sittingbourne, Kent. Waste will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste
Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station (WTS).
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

Once collected, this waste would need to be transported to the IVC facility in Sittingbourne
via the Old Kent Road IWMF. This is a trip of over 48 miles from Charing Cross.
Residual waste would be transported to the SELCHP facility, either directly or via the Brent
WTS. This would be similar to current operations.
In conclusion, although the option does promote the management of some residual waste
in London, it would also result in the export of kitchen waste to Kent for treatment in
Sittingbourne.
It is difficult at this stage to predict whether there would be additional RCV movements
under this option as additional trips for kitchen waste would result in less a reduced number
of trips to the SELCHP facility.
As a result of the distances the kitchen waste would be transported, a minor negative effect
has been predicted on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
Charing Cross has been used as an indicative location in Westminster in order to calculate
distances to facilities.
Routes used to calculate distances are:
-SELCHP: A2/Old Kent Road
-Old Kent Road IWMF: A2/Old Kent Road
-AD Facility (from Old Kent Road IWMF): A13
Mitigation Measures:
Transport Plans should be adopted to ensure road safety is not impaired and trunk roads
are used as much as possible.
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Option 6: IVC and EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at the Ridham Dock Road In-Vessel-Composting (IVC) facility in Sittingbourne, Kent. Waste will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste
Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station (WTS).
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

10. To reduce waste production
and increase, recycling and
recovery of waste

 Will it support the waste targets?

 Will it encourage responsible disposal of
electrical and hazardous waste?

 Will it reduce consumption of material and
resources?

 Will it increase re-use, recycling and
recovery?

 Will it reduce per capita household waste
arisings?

 Will it maximise recycling of commercial
waste? +

Assessment of Effect:
The Mayor of London’s key waste targets generally propose to:
-Achieve zero municipal waste direct to landfill by 2025
-Reduce the amount of household waste produced per annum
-Increase reuse and repair capacity
-Increase recycling and composting rates
-Cut GHG emissions associated with municipal waste management.
-To generate as much energy from London’s organic and non-recycled waste in a way that
is no more polluting in carbon terms than the energy source it is replacing.
Under this option, kitchen waste would be treated at an IVC facility and would contribute to
meeting the Mayor’s recycling and composting target. In addition, the option would also
help to contribute to the council continuing to meet the mayor’s targets of not sending
waste directly to landfill, generating as much energy as possible from London’s organic and
non-recycled waste and cutting GHG emissions.
However the option would not have any effect on meeting some of the Mayor’s targets,
such as to reduce the amount of household waste produced and increasing re-use and
repair capacity.
Overall however the option would help to meet some of the regional waste targets and a
minor positive effect is predicted as a result.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 6: IVC and EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at the Ridham Dock Road In-Vessel-Composting (IVC) facility in Sittingbourne, Kent. Waste will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste
Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station (WTS).
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

11. To protect and enhance the
historic environment and
architectural, archaeological
and cultural heritage

 Will it protect heritage sites and cultural
value?

 Will it protect strategic views?

 Will it protect listed buildings and their
settings?

 Will it help preserve, enhance and record
archaeological features and their
settings? 0

Assessment of Effect:
Kitchen waste  collection would be likely to require seperate storage from other household
waste. As domestic kitchen waste collection caddys are usually only 5-10 litres in size, this
will have no adverse effects on the the integrity or setting of listed buildings or other
heritage assets.
Should larger container bins be required, it is likely they will be located near housing
developments. Careful location and design may be required to ensure the setting of
heritage assests is not compromised.
As the option would not require the construction of new facilities, no effects are expected
on strategic views.
Overall, a neutral effect is expected on the objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
None identified.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

12. To enhance public realm and
street improvements

 Will it reduce litter?

 Will it enhance the quality of public realm?

 Will it ensure efficient and quick clean-up
of public realm, particularly from night life
and events?

0

Assessment of Effect:
The option would not have any effect on the collection of litter. Additional waste collection
facilities may be required for kitchen waste but these are not likely to have adverse effects
on the public realm.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that kitchen waste collection services will be adopted for residential
properties only.
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Option 6: IVC and EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at the Ridham Dock Road In-Vessel-Composting (IVC) facility in Sittingbourne, Kent. Waste will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste
Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station (WTS).
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

Mitigation Measures:
Should new waste collection assets (large food waste containers, etc) be introduced for
kitchen waste management services, the effect these assets would have on the public
realm should be considered.

13. To protect, enhance and seek
opportunities to increase open
space

 Will it improve open space?

 Will it protect and improve landscape
character?

 Will it minimise development on greenfield
sites?

0

Assessment of Effect:
Under this option, no new major waste management facilities would be required. Waste
collection services may be changed as kitchen waste would require separate collection. In
some areas, new collection spaces or containers may be required. These would likely be
found on large residential estates.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is assumed that if new kitchen waste collection containers would be required, this would
be located on hardstanding areas (such as car parking areas, entrances, etc) and this
would only have negligible effects on existing open space.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.
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Option 6: IVC and EfW

Option Description:
Under this option:

 Kitchen waste will be treated at the Ridham Dock Road In-Vessel-Composting (IVC) facility in Sittingbourne, Kent. Waste will be transported by road via the Old Kent Road Integrated Waste
Management Facility (IWMF) in the London Borough of Southwark.

 Residual waste will be delivered to the SELCHP facility in the London Borough of Lewisham. Waste will be transported to the SELCHP facility directly or via the Brent Waste Transfer Station (WTS).
 Incinerator Bottom Ash will be recycled into aggregate for use in construction applications.
 A small amount of residual waste (2.5-5%) that would not be accepted at the SELCHP facility would be sent to landfill in Buckinghamshire.

SEA Objective Detailed Criteria/ Guidance Score Commentary/Explanation

14. To maintain economic
diversity, increase local
opportunity and support
sustainable economic growth

 Will it promote investment?

 Will it mitigate raising residual waste
disposal costs?

 Will it increase market shares in the
commercial waste sector?

 Will it improve business development and
environment?

 Will it encourage new business start ups,
small businesses and opportunities for
local people?

 Will it promote business in key sectors? +

Assessment of Effect:
Median Gate Fees for the main forms of treatment in 2012/2013 (£ per tonne) are as
follows31:
-Anerobic Digestion: £41
-IVC: £46
-MBT: £76
-EfW: (local authority data for pre 2000 facilities): £58
-EfW: (Defra Gate fee data <200kt): £111
-Landfill: (non hazardous gate fee plus landfill tax): £93
In addition, the Mayor has identified gate fees for landfill and incineration. Once landfill tax
and collection costs are taken into consideration, the total cost for landfill is £142/tonne but
only £138/tonne for incineration.
These costs are only indicative and are subject to market fluctuations. Although market
fluctuations affect the ability to accurately predict future costs, landfill tax in the short term
is more definitive and between 2011 to 2014 is set to rise from £50/tonne to £80.
As IVC gate fees are generally low, this would have positive effects on protecting the
Council from rising residual waste costs. EfW costs are higher than other forms or
treatment but lower than landfill.
Overall, this option is expected to have a positive effect on this objective.
Assumption and Uncertainties:
It is not possible to predict exact future gate fees for waste disposal options.
Mitigation Measures:
None identified.

31 WRAP (2013) Gate Fees Report 2013. Available from: http://www.wrap.org.uk/sites/files/wrap/Gate_Fees_Report_2013_h%20%282%29.pdf (accessed on 11.09.2013)
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Introduction 
 
This scoping report has been prepared as the first stage of the Integrated Impact Assessment 
(IIA) for Westminster’s City Plan (including the City Management Policies). It sets out the scope 
of the IIA and the key social, environmental and economic baseline evidence (including plans 
and programmes relevant to the review) for Westminster, the issues around these matters and 
where possible likely future conditions. The report includes the proposed IIA Assessment 
Framework, and the reasons why the 17 objectives which will form the benchmark for the IIA 
have been chosen. This report aims to provide sufficient information on the proposed approach 
and seeks feedback to help inform the ongoing preparation of the IIA. Table 1 details the five 
stage approach for the preparation of the IIA. 

The IIA fulfils the requirement for a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and Strategic Environmental 
Assessment (SEA), which is the requirement of the Strategic Environmental Assessment 
Directive EC/2001/42 (SEA Directive) and for the council to undertake an Equalities Impact 
Assessment for all decisions. Although not a statutory requirement a Health Impact Assessment 
has also been included in the IIA, as good practice. This integrated approach avoids the need to 
undertake and report on separate assessments, seeks to reduce any duplication of assessment 
work and benefits from a shared understanding of the policies. 

Table 1 

Stage 1 

Assemble to evidence base to inform the IIA and establish a 
framework for undertaking the appraisal (in the form of 
sustainability objectives). 

Scoping Report –This stage 

 

Stage 2 

Appraise the plan objectives and policies against the 
framework taking into account the evidence base. Propose 
mitigation measures for alleviating the plan’s adverse effects 
as well as indicators for monitoring the plan’s sustainability. 

 

Stage 3  

Prepare an Integrated Impact Assessment Report 
documenting the appraisal process and findings. 

IIA Report 
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Stage 4 

Consult stakeholders on the plan and IIA. 

 

Stage 5 

Monitor the implementation of the plan including its 
sustainability effects. 

Annual Monitoring Report 
(AMR) 

 

Consultation arrangements 

The scoping report has being sent to the following specific organisations: 

• Natural England (Statutory); 

• Environment Agency (Statutory); 

• English Heritage (Statutory); 

• Greater London Authority; 

• Westminster Equalities Partnership; 

• Inner North West London PCT. 

This report will also be published on the council’s website. Other stakeholders will be provided 
with the opportunity to comment on the IIA Report when it is published alongside the 
Publication draft Westminster’s City Plan. 

If you require any further information on this IIA Scoping Report or wish to make a 
representation please contact or respond to: 

Sally Alderman 
City Planning Group 
City Hall 
64 Victoria Street 
London SW1E 6QP 
020 7641 2503 
Email: salderman@westminster.gov.uk 
 
The consultation period for this document is 5 weeks commencing 4 October 2012 and closing 

9 November 2012. 

mailto:salderman@westminster.gov.uk�
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Overview of the Westminster Plan Process 

1. The Core Strategy 

1.1  The Core Strategy was adopted on 26 January 2011. It sets out the vision for 
Westminster up to 2025 and beyond, and puts in place a strategic policy framework to 
deliver that vision. The Core Strategy was subject to a Sustainability Appraisal which 
included a Strategic Environmental Assessment (November 2009), Equalities Impact 
Assessment (April 2010) and Health Impact Assessment (April 2010). These documents 
can be viewed at: 

http://bit.ly/L7qBk1 and http://bit.ly/NmzbAn  

2. The Core Strategy NPPF Revision 

1.2  The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published on the 27th

• changes arising from the NPPF; 

 March 2012, 
with immediate effect. To ensure conformity with the NPPF the council has produced 
the Core Strategy NPPF Consultation Draft which contains the following alterations: 

• changes arising from the Localism Act 2011 and other recent legislative changes; 

• updates to the London Plan;  

• other updates such as statistics or fixing grammatical errors. 

1.3  The formal consultation on the Core Strategy NPPF revision (in accordance with 
Regulation 19 of the Local Planning Regulations 2012) took place between 24th July 2012 
and 14th

This document can be viewed at: 

 September 2012. This consultation also sought views from the Mayor of 
London as to the general conformity of the Core Strategy NPPF Revision with the 
London Plan  

http://www.westminster.gov.uk/services/environment/planning/nppf-revision-to-the-
core-strategy/ 

1.4  A review of consultation comments received is now taking place and subject to this 
review, the council intends to submit the Core Strategy NPPF Revision to the Secretary 
of State by the 31st October 2012, to be followed by an Examination in Public, at a date 
to be determined. 

http://bit.ly/L7qBk1�
http://bit.ly/NmzbAn�
http://www.westminster.gov.uk/services/environment/planning/nppf-revision-to-the-core-strategy/�
http://www.westminster.gov.uk/services/environment/planning/nppf-revision-to-the-core-strategy/�
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1.5  An Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA) report was produced in July 2012 to accompany 
the Core Strategy NPPF Revision. The report was subject to the same formal 
consultation as the Core Strategy NPPF Revision (Paragraph 1.3 above) and no 
comments have been made in respect of this document. The IIA report can be viewed 
at: 
http://transact.westminster.gov.uk/docstores/publications_store/5%20Integrated%20I
mpact%20Assessment.pdf 

 

3. The City Management Plan  

1.6  Work started in 2008 on the City Management Plan (CMP) as the second Development 
Plan Document (DPD) in Westminster’s Local Development Framework (LDF), to sit 
alongside Core Strategy as a separate document and to contain the more detailed 
criteria against which planning applications will be considered.  

1.7 Since 2008 there has been extensive consultation on developing the City Management 
Plan. The council has endeavoured to undertake an open approach to involving 
communities and stakeholders and has inserted additional consultation stages into the 
document process to provide opportunities for early involvement. These stages have 
been as follows: 

• Consultation Workshops in the summer of 2009.  

Details can be viewed here: 

http://www.westminster.gov.uk/services/environment/planning/ldf/cmp-
workshops/ 

• Consultation on Policy Options: January 2010 to March 2011 

Details can be viewed here: 

http://transact.westminster.gov.uk/docstores/publications_store/CMP_policy_optio
ns_Jan2011.pdf 

• Consultation on the City Mangement Plan: November 2011 to March 2012 

Details can be viewed here: 

http://transact.westminster.gov.uk/docstores/publications_store/5%20Integrated%20Impact%20Assessment.pdf�
http://transact.westminster.gov.uk/docstores/publications_store/5%20Integrated%20Impact%20Assessment.pdf�
http://www.westminster.gov.uk/services/environment/planning/ldf/cmp-workshops/�
http://www.westminster.gov.uk/services/environment/planning/ldf/cmp-workshops/�
http://transact.westminster.gov.uk/docstores/publications_store/CMP_policy_options_Jan2011.pdf�
http://transact.westminster.gov.uk/docstores/publications_store/CMP_policy_options_Jan2011.pdf�
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http://transact.westminster.gov.uk/docstores/publications_store/CMP_Final_Draft_
Nov11_revised%20.pdf 

4.  Westminster’s City Plan 

1.8 Rather than have two separate planning documents, the Core Strategy (NPPF Revision) 
and the City Management Plan, in line with the NPPF, the council is now working on a 
single local planning policy document called Westminster’s City Plan. This will combine 
both the strategic policies contained in the Core Strategy and will include the detailed 
development management plan policies against which planning applications will be 
considered (previously developed as The City Management Plan). This IIA scoping report 
has been drafted in respect of the detailed development management policies in the 
emerging Westminster’s City Plan. 

 

http://transact.westminster.gov.uk/docstores/publications_store/CMP_Final_Draft_Nov11_revised%20.pdf�
http://transact.westminster.gov.uk/docstores/publications_store/CMP_Final_Draft_Nov11_revised%20.pdf�
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2.  Requirement for an Integrated Impact Assessment 

2.1  Under the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 regulations, a Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) including a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) is required for all 
Development Plan Documents. 

 
Paragraph 165 of the NPPF states that: 
A sustainability appraisal which meets the requirements of the European Directive on 
strategic environmental assessment should be an integral part of the plan preparation 
process, and should consider all the likely significant effects on the environment, 
economic and social factors. 

 
2.2  The council has a statutory duty to consider the equality impacts of its decisions. The 

public sector Equalities Duty (section 149 of the Equality Act 2010) came into force on 5 
April 2011 which extended the previous duties to cover the following protected 
characteristics: 

 Age, Disability, Gender reassignment, Pregnancy and maternity, Race - including ethnic 
or national origins, colour or nationality, Religion or belief - including lack of belief, Sex 
and Sexual orientation. 

2.3 The Equalities Duty has three aims. It requires public bodies to have due regard of the 
need to: 

1. Eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other 
conduct prohibited by the Act; 

2. Advance equality of opportunity between people who share a protected 
characteristic and people who do not share it and; 

3. Foster good relations between people who share a protected characteristic 
and those who do not share it. 

2.4 Having ‘due regard’ for advancing equality involves: 

1. Removing or minimising disadvantages suffered by people due to their 
protected groups; 

2. Taking steps to meet the needs of people from protected groups where these 
are different from the needs of other people; 
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3. Encouraging people from protected groups to participate in public life or in 
other activities where their participation is disproportionately low. 

2.4 The Equality Act 2010 also provides rights for people not to be directly discriminated 
against or harassed because they have associations with someone who has a protected 
characteristic. 

2.5  While there is no statutory requirement to undertake a Health Impact Assessment (HIA), 
the government has clearly expressed a commitment to promoting HIAs at a policy level 
in a variety of policy documents and they are increasingly being seen as best practice. 

2.5  This scoping report for Westminster’s City Plan IIA was carried out ‘in-house’ in 
August/September 2012. 
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3.  Baseline Information 

The requirement for Baseline Information 

3.1  An important part of the scoping process for the IIA is to set out the current baseline 
conditions in Westminster. This information is a starting point to help identify the key 
sustainability issues and problems and establishes the current context from an 
economic, social and environmental perspective. The SEA Directive requires information 
on the evolution of baseline conditions to help inform if conditions are already 
improving or worsening, and the rate of such change. The following section therefore 
includes information on projections and trends ‘the likely future conditions’, where this 
information is available. 

1. Economic conditions 

Baseline Information 

3.2 Westminster functions as a national and international centre for business, shopping, 
arts and culture, and entertainment.  It accommodates 590,000 jobs, 14% of all of 
London’s jobs, and more than the City of London and Canary Wharf combined. i

3.3 Westminster’s 46,000 businesses have a diverse and balanced employment offer, 
particularly when compared to other areas of the capital such as the City of London

 

ii. 
Seventy percent of Westminster businesses are small employing less than five people, 
and about 85% employ less than ten people. iii

3.4 There are also a large number of multi national corporations, headquarters and large 
companies located in Westminster, there are nearly 750 enterprises with over 100 
employees, nearly half of which are in areas such as Paddington and Victoria, where 
most of the larger office spaces and floorplates are located.

 

iv

3.5 The Core Central Activities Zone (Core CAZ), particularly the West End, accommodates 
the greatest proportion of Westminster’s office stock. There was a net increase in the 
overall amount of office floorplates in this area, of 70,400 sqm between 1996 and 
2010/2011.

 

v

3.6 The majority of the office floorspace gains between 1996 and 2010/11 were in the 
Paddington Opportunity Area. Westminster has a diverse range of office floorspace with 
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parts of the West End up to the start of the recession in 2008 having the highest rents in 
the world. 

3.7 Westminster is at the heart of the creative sector and contains the highest number of 
Creative Industry jobs (89,751) in London and 8% of all creative jobs in the UK.vi

3.8 Higher Education employs over 20,000 people in Westminster, this category includes 
universities, language schools, arts related colleges and some other higher education 
uses.

 

vii

3.9 Westminster is particularly important to London’s visitor economy with an unrivalled 
range and combination of visitor attractions and hotel accommodation. It is the most 
visited London borough with over 55 million trips per year. 

 

viii It is home to London’s 
theatre district with 38 theatres, 60 cinema screens and four concert halls.ix There are 
over 430 hotels in Westminster, providing 26% of London’s hotel bedrooms. x

3.10 The West End is the entertainment heart of London and is internationally renowned. 
There are over 2,800 entertainment uses and more licensed premises than any other 
local authority. There are nearly 500 pubs bars and wine bars, over 1,000 restaurants 
licensed to serve alcohol and 136 licensed night clubs and dance venues, 20 casinos and 
nearly 60 traditional private member clubs.

 

xi

3.11 Retail is a major part of Westminster’s economy, being a significant draw for shoppers 
from all over the world, while acting as one of the city’s most significant industries in 
terms of employment. Vacancy rates of shops are low in the West End and most of 
Westminster. Prime zone A retail rents are amongst the highest in the world and 
continue to rise, currently achieving over £1000 per sqft in parts of the West End such as 
Bond Street.  

 

3.12 During August 2012 an average of 6 million shoppers visited the West End every week. 
The overall trend in recent months and years has been for decreased footfall while 
conversely sales have grown. Public Realm schemes continue to improve the shopping 
environment and landlord investment continues to improve the building stock in Regent 
Street and Oxford Street. 

3.13 The seven larger shopping centres outside of the Core CAZ have generally improved in 
terms of vitality and viability. Surveys in late 2011 showed that vacancy rates have 
decreased in all seven of these centres compared to recent years, and the proportion of 
retail uses has increased in five of the seven centres.  
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3.14 Outside the larger centres Westminster has a number of local shopping centres. When 
last surveyed in 2007, the unit vacancy rate had dropped in over half of these Local 
shopping centres, had remained the same in around a quarter, and had risen in a 
quarter. This shows that overall the viability of these centres remains good, although 
there is variation between the size, function and range of services on offer through 
these centres, and their long term vitality and viability. 

3.15 There are no Strategic Industrial locations in Westminster. 

3.16 The North West Economic Development Area (NWEDA) is the principle area of economic 
renewal containing a high proportion of social housing. Only 2% of jobs in Westminster 
are located in the in four main wards of NWEDA. There are three Opportunity Areas: 
Paddington, Tottenham Court Road (part Camden) and Victoria. 

Issues and Problems 

3.17 Westminster is highly developed with mostly high land values and development is often 
about refurbishment and renewal of building stock rather than significant land use 
change. Economic development in Westminster is directed to the three Opportunity 
Areas, NEWDA and the Core Central Activities Zone. 

3.18 In order to improve the local economy and the skills and prospects of residents in 
NWEDA a key priority is to maximise opportunities that promote sustainable economic 
growth and create employment.  

3.19 Westminster’s residential population swells to over one million during the daytime, with 
the influx of workers, visitors and tourists. Such intense activity is part of what makes 
Westminster exciting and vibrant and of economic significance, but is also one of its 
greatest challenges. It places enormous pressure on transport systems and the public 
realm. The influx of visitors also extends into the evening and night-time, as people are 
drawn in for the entertainment offer, particularly concentrated around the West End.  
The high level of activity and 24 hour nature of some parts of the city strongly affects 
noise, air quality, crime and security, waste and the provision of local services. 

3.20 The economy of Westminster has not been immune from the recession. However, 
research xii

Likely Future conditions 

shows that the mix of uses in Westminster means it has been better 
protected than other locations dominated by one commercial main use. 
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3.21 Westminster is expected to accommodate growth in employment of about 19,000 
people between 2012/13 to 2026/27 to about 720,000. xiii

3.22 Results from the 2009 London Office Policy review indicated that office based 
employment is likely to grow in London by 303,000 between 20011 and 2031.

 

xiv

3.23 The future of Westminster’s office market is however uncertain , in particular given 
potential changes in the Town Planning Use Classes Order to enable offices to change to 
residential without planning consent. 

 

2. Social Conditions 

Baseline Information Westminster’s Residents 

3.24 Westminster has a resident population of 219,400. There is a relatively high number of 
young adults (20-44’s) and working-age people make-up 70% of the population. The 
number of children and young people (0-19) is 41, 000 and old people (65+) is 24,500. 
Westminster is particularly unusual in being home to more males than females. The city 
contains 6,900 short-term migrants, which is highest number of any local authority in 
England.xv It has the second highest proportion of residents born outside the UK - 54% 
for 2010, compared to 12% for England as a whole.xvi

3.25 The London Data Store estimated that in 2011, 71% of the population in Westminster 
was white, with 29% of black, Asian, minority, ethnic backgrounds of which 8% were 
black (Caribbean, African and other) and 14% Asian including 4% from India and 3% from 
China. 

 

xvii

3.26 The 2001 census was the first to try and capture information about people’s religion, 
and the response was optional. xviii

 

  

3.27 It is difficult to estimate the size of the Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender (LGBT) 
population and this matter was not addressed in the 2011 Census. Research carried out 
by Sigma and applied to Westminster suggests that some 10,165 LGBT people live in 
Westminster.

At this time over half of Westminster’s residents 
were Christian (55%) with the next largest group of residents stating that they had ‘no 
religion’ (16%). Islam was the third largest religion (12%) with 4.3% of Westminster 
population following Judaism.  

 xix This, however is a conservative estimate and does not consider the 
large LGBT population who work and visit the city. 
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3.28 Westminster is a place of contrast, with the poorest resident’s often living cheek by jowl 
with its richest.  There are significant differences in life expectancy and mortality 
between and within electoral wards in Westminster. Deprivation is much more 
concentrated in the north-west and south of the city.xx

3.29 Over half of Westminster’s residents are educated to at least degree level, with over 
two thirds educated to A- level and beyond. This is 59% above the average for England 
and 36% above the average for London.

 

xxi

Issues and problems 

 

3.30 The ethnicity data only partially shows how diverse the population is with a wide 
number of nationalities within each group. Westminster’s prominence as a cultural and 
business destination attracts migrants from all over the world and as additional pull 
there are sizable Arab and Chinese communities which are more prevalent in the city 
and who attract more in-migration from their country of origin. 

3.31 The presence of a LGBT scene in Soho suggests that in Westminster the consideration of 
the needs of LGBT people should be greater than in the rest of the U.K. 

Likely Future conditions 

3.32 The estimated population of Westminster in 2031 is 239,596. The ethnicity breakdown 
for 2013 is estimated to be similar to the current situation. 69% of the population will be 
white and 31% of black, Asian, minority, ethnic backgrounds. Seven percent of which 
will be from of the African countries and 15% from Asian countries.xxii

Baseline information Health and Wellbeing 

 

3.33 Health inequalities including life expectancy are closely linked to patterns of deprivation. 
Although across Westminster life expectancy for both men and women is higher than 
the England average, it is very variable across the city. The City of Westminster Local 
Economic Baseline Study (2011) identifies that 42% of Westminster’s deprived 
population live in the four Wards that make up most of NWEDA: Church Street, 
Westbourne, Queens Park and Harrow Road. Life expectancy is 16.6 years lower for men 
and 9.9 years lower for women in the most deprived areas of Westminster than in the 
least deprived areas.xxiii 

 
 

3.34 Since 2004, the level of multiple deprivation in the worst affected wards has decreased 
despite this Westminster still contains some of the most deprived areas in London. xxiv 
Queens Park and Church Street are amongst the top 10% of deprived wards in the 
country, Harrow Road and Westbourne amongst the 10 – 20% most deprived, and 
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Churchill ward amongst the 20 – 30% most deprived. At a sub-ward level, there are also 
smaller groupings of deprived residents, such as some communities in the West End. 

3.35 The Westminster Primary Care Trust (PCT) and NHS 2011 Health profile estimates that in 
Westminster 15% of adults and 29% of Year 6 children are classified as obese, with 
approximately 99 deaths a year potentially being attributable to obesity. A lower 
percentage than average of pupils in Westminster spend at least three hours each week 
on school sport. 

3.36 The council encourages schools to develop travel plans which look at ways in which 
more pupils can be encouraged to walk or cycle to school. At present 68 out of 88 
schools (77%) have a Travel Plan in place, and 46 of these (52%) are current, with the 
remainder in need of review.xxv

3.37 The Indices of Deprivation includes a measure for the outdoor living environment, and 
measures air quality and road traffic accidents.  All of Westminster falls within the worst 
20% of areas across the UK for this measure. 

 

3.38 Road safety is a significant issue within Westminster. Approximately 300 people 
(residents, workers and visitors) die or are seriously injured on roads each year. This is 
approximately three times the London average.xxvi

3.39 Crime in Westminster fell by 18% between 2000 and 2006 xxvii

xxviii

 

 Crime levels are affected 
by the one million people entering Westminster each day and over half of recorded 
crime is committed within the West End and St James’s wards and even this is 
concentrated within specific parts of those wards.  

3.40 There is a much stronger correlation between deprivation and the fear of crime as 
opposed to actual crime statistics, with residents in Westbourne, Queen’s Park and 
Harrow Road feeling the least safe. 

The Government and related 
functions in and around Whitehall give rise to additional security concerns and 
challenges including those related to terrorism. 

Issues and problems 

3.41 Whilst Westminster is generally viewed as a place of affluence, there are pockets of 
significant deprivation. 

3.42 Although Westminster generally performs well on health indicators, patterns of health 
inequality mirror the patterns of social and economic deprivation and there are a 
number of key areas where the city performs less well or where there are specific issues 
that arise because of the characteristics of the city. 
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3.43 Encouraging residents to integrate physical activity into their daily routine in the form of 
walking or cycling to work, school or other services can help to tackle the obesity 
problem. Notwithstanding that rates of walking in Westminster are already 
comparatively high (see transport baseline). 

3.44 Crime and fear of crime can have considerable negative impacts on health, including 
increased levels of stress and anxiety, including fear of going out alone, therefore 
impacting on levels of physical activity and loss of confidence. Creating a city where 
people feel safe and stay safe is a priority for Westminster. xxix

Likely Future conditions 

 

3.45 The Local Implementation Plan sets a target to reduce road traffic casualties to 171 on 
all roads in Westminster by 2019-2020. 

3.46 The Health and Wellbeing Strategy 2011 contains aims to improve life expectancy, an 
improved quality of life for people living with injury, disability or long term conditions 
and improvements to the wider environment to improve the wider determinants of 
health. 

Baseline Information Westminster’s Housing  

3.47 Westminster is one of the most expensive places in the country in which to rent or 
purchase a home, with prices of property for sale of £5 - £10 million not uncommon.  
Average house prices are double that for the whole of London and over ten times the 
average Westminster household income. 

3.48 Westminster has a significant private rented sector, comprising over one-third of 
households, compared to 20% for London and only 13% for England as a whole. It has a 
lower owner-occupier sector at only 44% compared to London (57%) and England (70%) 
xxx

3.49 The average market rent per week in the cheapest part of Westminster is £310 for a 1 
bed flat and £575 for a 3 bed flat. 

xxxiiThe provision of affordable housing is 
more important in Westminster than in some other areas due to the large mismatch 
between incomes and the cost of market housing in Westminster.

. The housing sector reflects Westminster’s role at the centre of a world city.  

xxxi The weekly figures for buying are £333 for a 1 
bedroom unit and £627 for a three bed unit.

 

3.50 About 12% of households contain members with support needs i.e. have a physical 
disability, are frail elderly, or have a mental health problem. 
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3.51 Almost half of Westminster’s population live in one-person households and about 12% 
of the population are in over-crowded homes. 

3.52 Houses with gardens form only 10% of Westminster’s housing stock. 

3.53 The residential market is underpinned by wealth generated from across the globe. 
Existing and new housing is purchased by overseas investors as part of Westminster’s 
global city role. 

3.54 Due to the built up nature of Westminster, the scarcity of land, and the lack of industrial 
land, there are currently no suitable sites for Gypsies and Travellers. 

Issues and problems 

3.55 Westminster has the second highest house prices in the country, and the need for new 
affordable housing is significantly above the Inner London average. Unlike many other 
parts of London there is a lack of surplus industrial land that can be ‘released’ for 
housing. Such sites make a significant contribution to meeting borough housing targets. 
Change within Westminster is typically small-scale and achieved through the sensitive 
redevelopment of smaller sites and refurbishment of existing buildings. 

Likely Future conditions 

3.56 The London Plan seeks a minimum average of 770 new homes to be delivered annually 
in Westminster. 

3.57 There is an estimated delivery of 4015 new housing units over the next five years (2012-
2016/17), 733 new units over the next 6-10 years 92017/18- 2021/22) and 120 new 
units over 11-15 years 2022/23 -2026/27). xxxiii 

3.58 Westminster has a lower proportion of residents aged under 20 and over 60 years than 
London or England as a whole. This is expected to shift over the period to 2028, with a 
growth in the numbers of children and young people, particularly children under five.   

3.59 The growth in overseas investment is anticipated to rise and house prices to increase. 

3 Environmental Conditions 

Baseline Information Heritage, Design and Public Realm 

3.60 Westminster has in excess of 11,000 listed buildings (more than any other local 
authority in the country), and 56 conservation areas covering 75% of its land area.  82% 
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of conservation areas have adopted conservation area audits. Westminster has 21 listed 
historic squares and gardens and 85 ‘London Squares’ which enjoy protection under the 
London Squares Preservation Act 1931. In 2010-2011 30 listed buildings in Westminster 
were on the English Heritage at Risk Register. 

3.61 Seventeen of the 27 views identified in the London Plan are either to or from 
Westminster and the city is crossed by 5 important viewing corridors including those to 
Westminster’s World Heritage Site: the Palace of Westminster and Westminster Abbey 
including St Margaret’s Church. Westminster’s World Heritage Site was inscribed in 1987 
and is only one of 28 such sites in the UK.  

3.62 Westminster is characterised by its settled, low scale townscape and there are relatively 
few buildings taller than 6-8 storeys. 

3.63 There are two scheduled ancient monuments and five archaeological priority areas but 
there are other areas which may have unrecorded archaeological potential, especially 
the Thames foreshore banks and river walls. 

3.64 There has been a steady increase in applications for basement extensions in recent 
years and in 2011-12 Westminster dealt with 182 applications (161 of these were 
approved). 

3.65 Westminster has a legacy of good quality accessible and secure streets. Many streets 
have already been decluttered, and this process continues. Some streets would benefit 
from upgrading, and in some parts of the city street management needs to be improved, 
particularly with regard to tables and chairs and other clutter on the footway.  
Westminster has an impressive collection of historic street furniture, much of it listed. 

Issues and Problems 

3.66 The heritage assets are a key contributor to Westminster’s special character and 
economic well-being. The baseline of Westminster is the existing historic built 
environment, which is a finite resource and a reservoir of embodied energy. 

3.67 It is unclear how many buildings in Westminster have had sustainability measures fitted 
and the current environmental performance from existing buildings has not been 
measured.  

3.68 There is a need to retrofit the historic building stock and ensure economic viability 
whilst protecting the intrinsic character of Westminster. There is also increasing need to 
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incorporate sustainable design measures to improve environmental performance and 
mitigate impacts of climate change. 

Likely Future Conditions 

3.69 The identification of (non designated) heritage assets will be an increasingly important 
task, as this type of heritage asset was not explicitly recognised in previous policy. 

3.70 The potential cumulative impacts of basement developments will need to be monitored 
to ensure no adverse impact on hydrology, geology, flooding or biodiversity and any 
structural impacts. 

3.71 Loss of front gardens to hard standing could have a cumulative impact on biodiversity 
and hydrology as well as character of the townscape. 

3.72 An increasing number of shared surface streets may come forward following the success 
of Exhibition Road. 

Baseline Information Open Space 

3.73 The Open Space network in Central Westminster is different to elsewhere in London and 
includes the River Thames, canals, Royal Parks and London Squares. 

3.74 Westminster contains five Royal Parks: Regent’s Park, Kensington Gardens, Hyde Park, 
Green Park and St.James’s Park, providing 250 hectares of open space. These are 
designated in the London Plans as Metropolitan Open Land. They have an estimated 25 
million visits per year and comprise 89% of Westminster’s public open space. 

3.75 Open spaces are an integral part of Westminster’s architectural heritage and essential to 
its unique character. The Royal Parks and River Thames form the settings of world 
famous landmarks such as the Palace of Westminster and Buckingham Palace and 
Westminster’s open spaces feature in many of the city’s important views. Over half of 
Westminster’s open spaces have heritage designation, with 85 London Squares and 21 
English Heritage listed parks and gardens (including the Royal Parks). 

3.76 The Blue Ribbon Network is of strategic importance to London and comprises the 
following: River Thames, the Grand Union and Regents canals, the Serpentine and Long 
Water in Hyde Park and Kensington Gardens. 

Issues and Problems 
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3.77 The Royal Parks provide the only metropolitan sized public spaces in Westminster and 
therefore are important in providing open landscapes and tranquillity amidst a busy, 
heavily built up area and have significant heritage, ecological and natural conservation 
value.  

3.78 With the exception of the Royal Parks and Paddington Recreation Ground, other parks in 
Westminster are small.  Thirty-eight percent of open space in Westminster is private and 
not accessible to the public. There is both an overall and localised shortage of open 
space in Westminster. 

3.79 Conventional calculations of the amount of public open space per 1,000 head of the 
population is not a useful measure in Westminster due to the pressure on open spaces 
from non-residents, the geographical concentration of open space in the Royal Parks 
and the deficiencies in the northwest and south of the city. 

3.80 The Thames and the canals are important for providing habitat and wildlife corridors 
and fulfil other environmental functions such as drainage and play import roles in 
transport recreation and education. 

Likely Future conditions 

3.81 The London Plan seeks to increase the green space in London by 5%. 

Baseline Information other green infrastructure and Biodiversityxxxiv 

3.82 Green infrastructure comprises parks and gardens including residential gardens, linear 
open spaces, trees and living roofs and walls, roof terraces and balconies which 
individually and collectively provide habitat for a diverse range of species. 

3.83 Although it is densely developed Westminster has a diverse ecology. The following 
wildlife have all been spotted in Westminster: The robin, dunnock, blackbird, song 
thrush, starling, blackcap, tawny owl, stock dove, great spotted woodpecker, stag 
beetles, hedgehogs, five different species of bat, reptiles and amphibians, including 
frogs, toads and smooth newts. St John’s Wood is recognised as one of the best small 
open spaces in inner London for birds. 

3.84 The built environment is recognised as an important habitat for biodiversity, with over 
70% of the city comprising built structures. This habitat is currently deficient in wildlife. 

3.85 Westminster has over 30 designated Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) 
all of which are to be protected and enhanced for their biodiversity and ecological value. 
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There are 634 different kinds of flora and fauna in Westminster including the rare 
cornflower, chamomile, native bluebell and London Rocket..

3.86 Some species protected by national and Environmental legislation (Protected Species) 
are present in Westminster, such as bats and birds during nesting. Westminster also has 
many Priority Species and Priority Habitats which are set out in Biodiversity Action Plans 
for Westminster, London and the UK. 

  

Issues and Problems 

3.87 Supporting the natural environment increases habitats, improves air quality and helps 
towards mitigating climate change. 

3.88 The built environment represents one of the best opportunities to improve biodiversity 
in Westminster. 

Baseline Information Climate Change 

3.89 Climate change is a global problem and the baseline is not local to Westminster. The 
Governments’ latest UK Climate Change Projections suggest by the 2050’s London could 
see an increase in mean summer temperature of 2.7 degrees, an increase in mean 
winter rainfall of 15% and a decrease in mean summer rainfall of 18% over a 1961-1990 
baseline.xxxv

Issues and Problems 

 

3.90 Climate change is cause of many of the environmental problems. Beyond direct climate 
change impacts, such as health problems due to heat or damage to buildings and 
infrastructure due to flooding, the indirect impacts on cities can be much broader. 
Climate change will affect air temperature and quality, biodiversity, and the local micro-
climate, exacerbating some and lessening others. 

3.91 Preparing for extreme weather and further climate change is about managing risks and 
increasing our resilience to them – it is therefore as much about the economy, quality of 
life and social equality, as about the environment. 

3.92 Many of the vulnerabilities to climate impacts stem from London’s ‘urbanisation’. 
Creating well managed and used green spaces and building community capacity will 
increase Westminster’s resilience and improve quality of life. Because of its central 
location Westminster suffers disproportionately from the effects of London’s urban heat 
island and, in central areas, this is exacerbated by the 24 hour nature of this part of the 
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city. Noise and poor air quality are also relevant to this issue as they increase reliance on 
air conditioning, which further contributes to localised heating effects, noise and energy 
consumption.   

Likely future conditions 

3.93 Central London is already vulnerable to extreme weather, in the form of floods, 
droughts, heatwaves and very cold weather. Westminster has already experienced some 
changes to its climate including warmer wetter winters and hotter, drier summers in the 
future. Extreme weather, such as heatwaves and very heavy rainfall is expected to 
become more frequent and intense. Very cold winters will still occur, though they will 
become less frequent. Climate change is recognised as an increasingly significant 
challenge. Central London including Westminster is likely to suffer more regularly from 
the adverse effects of the heat island effect and be more susceptible to storm water 
flooding. 

Baseline Information Air Quality 

3.94 PM10 levels across London declined slowly in the 1990’s but have remained stable since 
2001. xxxviWestminster monitoring data indicate that City PM10 levels are roughly similar 
to the annual long term objective but still exceed the short term objective limit.  For 
NO2, the picture is significantly worse. 

3.95 There are two pollutants of major concern, nitrogen dioxide and particulate matter.  The 
levels of these pollutants are in excess of nationally required standards and are having 
adverse effects on the environment and health of the people in Westminster. 

Although levels have initially declined, the trend 
has not continued and Westminster currently exceeds both short and long term 
objectives. 

Issues and Problems 

3.96 Poor air quality in Westminster is the result of a very high number of vehicles, emissions 
from boilers used to heat buildings and a high density of roads and buildings which 
prevent the dispersal of pollution.   

3.97 Air quality is not just an environmental issue, but adversely affects health and can 
reduce the quality of life. Some evidence also suggests that exposure to poor air quality 
can reduce life expectancy.  

Likely Future conditions 
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3.98 Commercial and domestic gas emissions are predicted to account for 44% of the NOx 
emissions in Westminster by 2015 making NOx combustion emissions slightly greater 
than those from road traffic.xxxvii 

Baseline Information Flooding 

3.99 Westminster’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA, 2010) indicates the greatest risk 
of flooding is from the River Thames and from surface water flooding. Westminster has 
an extremely high level of flood protection from fluvial and tidal flooding including the 
Thames Barrier and the Embankment wall. The council has identified areas at risk from 
potential breaches in the Embankment Wall. The SFRA identified areas at the highest 
risk of surface water flooding, these will be reviewed in the forthcoming Surface Water 
Management Plan. 

3.100 Climate change predictions indicate rising sea level which will have an impact on the 
risks of flooding from the River Thames. Flood risk is managed through embankment 
and flood barriers including the Thames Barrier. The Environment Agency is considering 
new approaches to flood defences that will protect Westminster and London into the 
next century.  Westminster will continue to update its flood risk advice based on 
changes to flood risk management options. 

Likely Future Conditions 

3.101 Climate change predictions indicate increased volume and intensity of rainfall, which will 
result in greater risks of surface water flooding incidents as drainage capacity is 
exceeded. The use of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems will become increasingly 
important in the adaptation to climate change. 

Baseline Information Thames Tunnel 

3.102 38 million tonnes of raw sewage is released into the Thames each year affecting water 
quality and biodiversity. Thames Water is developing plans for a Thames Tunnel. This is 
a scheme to reduce and limit pollution from the sewerage system for the whole of 
London, in order to comply with EU Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive (1991). The 
Thames Tunnel project, if approved, is due to commence after 2012 and be completed 
by 2025. The council supports necessary infrastructure, subject to detail and assessment 
of impacts. 

Baseline Information Carbon and Green House Gas Emissions 
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3.103  Of the 406 local authorities in the UK, Westminster has the 5th highest greenhouse gas 
emissions, and which increased by 5.5% between 2009 and 2010. However, unlike other 
significant emitters, Westminster’s carbon footprint is not linked to large scale industrial 
activity, which can be more easily reduced. Rather it is the cumulative impact of many 
small occupiers, with 74% of the emissions from the use of commercial occupiers, 
particularly electricity This is much higher than national average which puts emissions 
from buildings commercial and domestic at about 40%.xxxviii 

Issues and Problems 

3.104 The focus of action to improve air quality has largely been on road transport. However, 
the relative importance of emissions from non-road transport sources is increasing with 
emissions from buildings becoming proportionately more important. This is because 
there have been gradual improvements in vehicle technologies with engines becoming 
cleaner and initiatives such as the London Low Emission Zone (LEZ) have prompted 
earlier renewal of vehicle fleets. 

3.105 The density, accessibility, heritage and complex mix of uses in Westminster, particularly 
in central areas, provide significant opportunities for sustainable development: reducing 
reliance on journeys by private vehicles; the efficient use of land; extending the lifetimes 
of existing buildings (by hundreds of years in some cases); and opportunities for local 
and neighbourhood solutions such as Combined (Cooling), Heat and Power networks, 
local in-vessel composting and other waste solutions, cycle hire, and freight 
consolidation schemes. However, the quality and extent of heritage assets means that 
innovative solutions are required to meet targets in carbon reduction. 

Baseline Information Heat and Power Networks 

3.106 The Pimlico District Heating Undertaking (PDHU) is the oldest district heating system in 
the UK and provides heat and power to a large number of homes and commercial 
premises in the South of Westminster and this power is also sold to the national grid 
and achieves considerable carbon savings. There is now a second system at Whitehall 
which can provide heat and electricity for 18 government departments. 

Issues and Problems 

3.107 The larger the network the greater the synergies and savings and the more efficient the 
system becomes.  These networks are a significant part of Westminster’s strategy to 
deliver reductions in greenhouse gas emissions.xxxix 

Likely future conditions 
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3.108 The Whitehall PDHU may have the potential to be networked more widely and there are 
opportunities in both the Victoria and Paddington Opportunity Areas, where it is 
possible to get network system in at the earliest design stage. 

Baseline Information Noise 

3.109 In 2008/09 the council received 16267 noise complaints. The Westminster Noise 
Strategy (draft 2010) identifies that average noise levels in Westminster are 62 decibels 
(dB) LAeq in the day (07:00 – 19:00 hrs) and 55.7dB LAeq in the night (23:00 – 07:00 hrs. 
This compares to WHO guidelines which say that in order to protect the majority of 
people from being seriously annoyed, the sound pressure levels on balconies, terraces 
and outdoor living areas should not exceed 55dB LAeq for steady continuous noise in 
the day and 45dB LAeq and 60dB LAmax at night. Road traffic is the main source of 
noise, and it is the biggest cause for concern amongst residents. Some 37% of residents 
when asked said that road traffic noise had bothered them in the last 12 months. Other 
major sources of noise include construction work, road works, aircraft, neighbours, 
commercial premises and air conditioning units.xl

Issues and Problems 

 

3.110 New technology may offer a range of benefits, for example electric and hybrid vehicles 
are being used because of reduced carbon and air pollution emissions, but also have the 
potential to be quieter than other vehicles. An expansion in the use of quieter 
technology has significant potential to reduce noise levels. 

3.111 Noise can lead to annoyance and have a negative impact on sleep and learning and 
communication. The mixture of land uses and volume of vehicle and pedestrian 
movement combine to create a complex urban environment and the sound 
environment reflects this complexity. Activities in many parts of Westminster are 24 
hour in nature which contributes significantly to the problem and means that the quiet 
night-time period is shorter in many parts of the city. 

Likely Future conditions 

3.112 Westminster aims to reduce number of noise complaints by 15,000 by 2013/14.xli

Baseline Information Waste 

 

3.113 The council strongly supports the need to prevent the production of waste in the first 
instance. The amount of household waste recycled in Westminster has been increasing 
to 23% in 2007/8, whilst just 14% of municipal waste is currently sent to landfill.  
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3.114 On an average day more than 600 building projects are underway in Westminster. 
10.4m tonnes of construction, excavation and demolition waste were produced across 
London in 2008. This is equivalent to 47% of all waste produced. 

Issues and problems 

3.115 Across London it is estimated that there is a need for 22 hectares of additional land in 
order to effectively manage waste. xlii

Likely Future conditions 

 

3.116 The London Plan seeks to ensure that there are facilities to deal with 100% of waste 
arising in London by 2031, including an increase in the composing and recycling of 
municipal waste to 60% by 2031 and commercial and industrial waste to 70% by 2020. 

Baseline Information Transport (Economic, Social and Environmental Issues) 

3.117 Westminster is probably the most comprehensively served location by public transport 
in the country and one of the best served in the world. There are four main rail termini, 
32 underground stations with 10 of the 12 tube lines running through the city; 4 river 
bus piers with commuter services; and some 157 daytime, night bus and 24 hour bus 
routes that also pass through Westminster. European, National and local express coach 
services also serve the City.xliii 

3.118 Westminster’s highway network is consists of: 323 kms of carriageway for which the 
council is the Highway and Traffic Authority; 568 kms of footway for which the council is 
the Highway and Traffic Authority 27.5 kms of carriageway which is part of the Mayor of 
London’s Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) 55 kms of footway which is part of 
the TLRN. 

3.119 In 2008 307 kilo tonnes of Co2 emissions emanated from all sources of ground based 
transport in Westminster. 

3.120 The percentage of people whose main part of their journey is undertaken by foot is a 
relatively high 38% compared to outer London, as are users of the London Underground 
and Bus networks which combine to 35% whereas the combined car and 
motorcycle/scooter rate is a much lower 14% and cycling 3%. In the 2001 census, the 
percentage of Westminster residents without access to a car was 56%.xliv

3.121 In 2010 the on-street parking stock was well used across the borough and consists of 
33,000 Resident bays, 4,149 Visitor Pay by Phone bays, 2,604 other Paid visitor bays, 
3,274 Shared use resident bays, 6,150 Paid for motorcycle bays, 7,818 cycle parking 
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spaces, 220 White Badge disabled bays, 480 Blue Badge bays, 102 Car Club bays, 154 
taxi ranks providing 676 spaces, 223 rest/shelter spaces for taxis, 55 Coach bays, 21 
Electric charging bays and other more specialist bays such as Diplomatic and Doctor 
bays.xlv

3.122 Between 2002 and Autumn 2010 the average number of cyclists who entered the 
Central London congestion charging area during charging hours increased significantly 
by 127%. In 2009 the proportion of trips by London residents made by cycle where the 
trip origin is in Westminster was 2.8% 

 

xlvi

Issues and Problems 

 

3.123 The concentration of commercial premises (office, retail and entertainment venues) 
raises particular challenges in terms of noise from servicing and deliveries. But this 
concentration may also offer opportunities in terms of innovative transport schemes: 
for example, through freight consolidation schemes or quieter deliveries schemes. 
Promoting safe and fuel efficient driving techniques for vehicles, including heavy goods 
vehicles, can also have significant noise minimisation benefits. 

3.124 Unrestrained use of motor vehicles results in increased congestion and emissions. 
Cycling and walking are healthy, efficient and sustainable forms of transport which can 
often result in quicker journey times. 

Likely Future conditions 

3.125 The projected job growth in Westminster of about 19,000 people between 2012/13 to 
2026/27 is likely to result in around 240,000 more journeys per day into Central London. 
The implementation of Crossrail by 2018 is proposed to help cater for some of the 
projected growth outlined above. CBRE predicts that it will be the single most important 
transport infrastructure project to be undertaken in the UK for decades and will reshape 
the capital’s property markets, particularly the office market in areas such as Paddington 
where it is likely to double in size by 2020. It will also help to sustain the West End’s 
leisure and entertainment sectors.xlvii 

3.126 The promotion of electric cars and car clubs in the planning policies and lobbying tfl for a 
more efficient bus fleet will help in the reduction of Co2 emissions from vehicles. 

3.127 The Local Implementation Plan sets the following targets for 2026 : to increase the 
proportion of trips by London residents made by foot in Westminster where the trip 
origin is in Westminster to 39.3 %, to increase the proportion of cycle trips by London 
residents where the trip origin is Westminster to 5%, decrease the Co2 emissions 
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emanating from all sources of ground based transport in Westminster to 168 kilo-
tonnes.xlviii 
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4.  Relevant Plans, Programmes and Strategies 

4.1 As part of the IIA process a comprehensive review of relevant plans programmes and 
strategies has been carried out. This review ensures that the any relevant information 
contained within these documents is taken on board for the preparation of the IIA for 
Westminster’s City Plan as required by the SA/SEA process. The documents have been 
set out in accordance with their spatial significance and grouped accordingly as 
International, National, Regional (London wide), Neighbouring Authorities and Local 
(Westminster). 

International 

EU Directives 79/409/EEC; 92/43/EEC; 2000/60/EC; 96/62/EC; 75/442/EEC; 99/31/WC. 

Kyoto protocol to the United Nations framework convention on climate change. 

The World Summit on Sustainable Development – Commitments arising from Johannesburg 
Summit United Nations (2002). 

National 

Air pollution: Action in a Changing Climate (2010) DEFRA. 

Climate Change Act 2008. 

Circular 07/09: Protection of World Heritage Sites (2009) Communities and Local Government. 

Crowded Places: The Planning System and Counter-Terrorism (2012) Home Office. 

Energy Efficiency and Historic Buildings (2011) English Heritage. 

National Planning Policy Framework (2012) Department for Communities and Local 
Government.  

Planning Act 2008 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 

Planning Policy for Traveler Sites (2012) Communities and Local Government. 

Planning Policy Statement 10: Planning for Sustainable Waste Management (2005) 
Communities and Local Government. 
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Report on estimation of mortality impacts of particulate air pollution. Consulting report P951-
001. (2010) Dr Brian G Miller Institute of Occupational Medicine.  

Safer Places: The Planning System and Crime Prevention (2004)ODPM. 

Seeing the History in the View: A method for assessing Heritage Significance within Views 
(2011)  English Heritage.  

(The) Setting of Heritage Assets (2011) English Heritage. 

Technical Guidance to the National Planning Policy Framework (2012) Department for 
Communities and Local Government.   

UK Air Quality Strategy (2007) Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, Scottish 
Executive, Welsh Assembly Government and Department of the Environment Northern 
Ireland. Published by DEFRA. 

Understanding Place: Conservation Area Designation, Appraisal and Management (

2010 Local Authority Carbon Dioxide Figures (2012) Department of Climate and Energy Change. 

2011) 
English Heritage. 

Regional 

Energy Planning: GLA Guidance on preparing energy assessments (2011) Greater London 
Authority. 

(Draft) Land for Industry and Transport SPG (2012) Mayor of London. 

Draft Housing SPG (2011) Mayor of London. 

London Plan (2011) Mayor of London. 

London Carbon Scenarios to 2026 Report (2006) London Energy Partnership. 

London View Management Framework (2012) Mayor of London. 

Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy: Cleaning London’s Air (2010) Mayor of London. 

Mayor’s All London Green Grid Supplementary Planning Guidance (2012) Mayor of London. 

Mayor’s Cultural Metropolis: Mayor’s Cultural Strategy (2010) Mayor of London. 

Mayor’s Delivering London’s Energy future: the Mayor’s climate change mitigation and energy 
strategy (2011) Mayor of London. 



30 

 

Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy for London (2010) Mayor of London. 

Mayor’s London Housing Strategy (2010) Mayor of London. 

Mayor’s London View Management Framework (2012) Mayor of London. 

Mayor’s London’s Foundations Supplementary Planning Guidance (2012) Mayor of London. 

Mayor’s London’s World Heritage Sites – Guidance on Settings Supplementary Planning 
Guidance (2011) Mayor of London. 

Mayor’s Managing risks and increasing resilience: the Mayor’s climate change adaptation 
strategy (2011)  Mayor of London. 

Mayor’s Securing London’s water future: the Mayor’s Water Strategy (2011) Mayor of London. 

Mayor’s Transport Strategy (2010) Mayor of London. 

Mayor’s Tree and Woodlands Supplementary Planning Guidance (2012) Mayor of London. 

Neighbouring Authorities 

City of London – Core Strategy (adopted 8 September 2011). 

London Borough of Brent – Core Strategy (adopted 12 July 2010). 

London Borough of Camden – Core Strategy (adopted 8 November 2010). 

Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea –Core Strategy (adopted 8.December 2010). 

Local 

Affordable Housing Viability Study (2010) DTZ Research.  Published by Westminster City Council 
(jointly commissioned with London Borough of Camden). 

Affordable Housing Viability Study, Payments in Lieu of Affordable Housing (2011) DTZ 
Research.  Published by Westminster City Council (jointly commissioned with London Borough 
of Camden). 

Air Quality Progress Report (2008) Westminster City Council. 

Biodiversity Action Plan (2007) Westminster City Council 

Core strategy LDF Adopted January 2011 

Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report (2007) Westminster City Council. 
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Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal - Publication Draft (2009) Westminster City Council. 

Core Strategy NPPF Revision (Draft) 2012 Westminster City Council. 

Core Strategy NPPF Revision (Draft) IIA 2012 Westminster City Council. 

Creative Industries Report and Statistical Update (2007 and 2011) GVA Grimley; Burns and 
Owens. 

Draft Health and Wellbeing Strategy (2011 and 2012) Westminster City Council and NHS 

Directory of Faiths in Westminster (2007) Westminster City Council. 

Economic Development Strategy 2008-2011 (2007) Westminster City Council.  

Estates Strategy 2008- 2013 (2008) Westminster NHS Primary Care Trust. 

Every Older Person Matters (2010 – 2013) Westminster City Council  

Housing Needs Assessment 2006 (2007) Fordham Research Westminster City Council. 

Housing Renewal Strategy (2010) Westminster City Council. 

Housing Strategy 2007-2012  (2007) Westminster City Council. 

(The) Importance of the Historic Environment to the Office Market in Westminster (2007) 
Drivers Jonas.  

Local Development Scheme (2012)  

Local Economic Assessment Baseline Study (2011) Westminster City Council. 

Local Implementation Plan a Transport Delivery Plan up to 2031(2011) Westminster City Council 

Municipal Waste Management Strategy (2004)  Westminster City Council. 

Noise Attitudes Survey (2008) GfK NOP Social Research. Published by Westminster City Council. 

Noise Survey (2008) Scott Wilson. Published by Westminster City Council. 

North London Sub-Region Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2009)  Opinion Research 
Services.  Published by City of Westminster and the London Boroughs of Barnet, Enfield, 
Haringay, Islington and Camden.  

Our Strategy for Tackling Health Inequalities in Westminster 2009-2016 (2009) NHS 
Westminster. 



32 

 

Retrofitting Soho (2008) The Max Lock Centre, University of Westminster. Published by MLC 
Press, University of Westminster in partnership with Westminster City Council. 

Safer Westminster Partnership Strategy (2011- 2014) Westminster City Council. 

Strategic Plan 2008-2013 (2008) Westminster NHS. 

Strategic Service Development  Plan 2008-2013 (2008) Westminster NHS Primary Care Trust.  

Statement of Community Involvement (2007)  Westminster City Council. 

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (2009) Westminster City Council. 

(A)Study of Small Offices in Westminster 2008 (2009) DTZ Research. Published by Westminster 

City Council. 

Trees and the Public Realm (2011) Westminster City Council. 

Waste Sites Assessment (2009)  Westminster City Council. 

Westminster City Plan 2006 - 2016 Sustainable Community Strategy (2006) Westminster City 
Partnership.  

Westminster Infrastructure Plan: Technical Assessment 2006-2026 (2009) URS Consultants.  
Published by Westminster City Council. 

Westminster (City of) Local Economic Assessment Baseline Study (2011)  Westminster City 
Council. 

Westminster Noise Strategy (Draft) (2010) Westminster City Council. 

Westminster Office Study – Impact of the Recession (2009) Drivers Jonas. Published by 
Westminster City Council. 

Westminster Way (2011) Westminster City Council. 
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5 Key Sustainability Issues 

5.1  The proposed sustainability issues set out in this section have been informed by the 
examination of baseline information and the review of plans and programmes in the 
previous sections, 3 and 4 and with regard to the IIA Assessment Framework for the 
Core Strategy NPPF Revision and the SA/SEA for the Core Strategy (adopted January 
2011). 

• The creation of cohesive inclusive and safe communities. 

5.2 Westminster has a growing and diverse population with a high proportion of short term 
migrants. It is a place of economic contrast with areas of significant deprivation. As well 
as the provision of social and community facilities access to local services including 
shops can improve community interaction. Over half of the crime in Westminster is 
committed in the West End but the fear of crime is most evident in the most deprived 
areas of the city. 

Objectives 1 and 2. 

• Provision of housing in particular affordable housing. 

5.3 Westminster has the second highest house prices and the third highest market rents in 
the country. Unlike other parts of London there is a lack of surplus industrial land that 
can be released for housing and new housing is mainly achieved through ‘small scale’ 
development. The London Plan seeks a minimum average of 770 new homes to be 
delivered annually in Westminster. 

Objectives 3 and 4. 

• Inequalities in Health and Wellbeing. 

5.4 There is a spatial contrast in life expectancy in Westminster, with life expectancy for 
men some 16 years less in the most deprived parts of Westminster and obesity is 
evident in both adults and children. Throughout Westminster there are high accident 
rates, areas of open space deficiency, poor air quality and high noise levels. Crime and 
the fear of crime can have considerable negative impacts of health including increased 
levels of stress and anxiety. The fear of crime is more evident in the more deprived 
wards in Westminster. Deprivation is linked to a number of issues around a lesser 
quality of life and health and wellbeing. 
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Objectives 2, 9, 10, 11 and 15. 

• To support climate change adaption by reducing green house gas and carbon 
emissions and the use of natural resources, improve air quality and minimise flood 
risk. 

5.5 Poor air quality is the result of the high number of vehicles and emissions from 
buildings. Westminster has the 5th highest greenhouse gas emissions in the UK and 
carbon emissions from the use of commercial occupiers is 74%,which is higher than the 
national average which is about 40%. Westminster is most at risk from river and surface 
water flooding. 

Objectives 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 15. 

• Biodiversity 

5.6 Although densely developed Westminster is an important habitat for biodiversity but 
with over 70% already developed the best opportunity for improving biodiversity is 
through built structures. Supporting the natural environment can help towards 
mitigating against climate change and improving air quality. 

Objectives 4, 8, 9. 

• To reduce noise and the impact of noise. 

5.7 Traffic is the main cause of noise complaint in Westminster although the high level of 
activity and 24 activity in some parts of Westminster contribute significantly to the 
problem. Noise is not just an environmental issue but can adversely affect health and 
wellbeing. 

Objectives 4 and 10. 

• To encourage sustainable transport. 

5.8 Westminster is well served by public transport but suffers from high levels of traffic and 
resultant pollution and noise. Given the proximity of residential and commercial 
premises in Westminster and good public transport links the number of journeys 
undertaken by foot is high and therefore there are good opportunities for improving 
sustainable transport for both residents and visitors in Westminster. The Local 
Implementation Plan for Westminster aims to increase cycle journeys from 2.8% to 5% 
by 2026 and decrease Co2 emissions to 168 kilo-tones. Cycling and walking can have a 
positive impact on health and wellbeing. 
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Objectives 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11. 

•  To minimise waste 

5.9 Given the immense pressure and shortage of large suitable sites for waste disposal it is 
difficult for Westminster to deal with its own waste output the council therefore 
strongly supports the need to prevent the production of waste in the first instance.  

Objectives 5, 9 and 12. 

• Heritage, design and public realm 

5.10 Westminster’s existing townscape and character is dominated by the high concentration 
and significance of its heritage assets, many of which are of national and international 
importance and which is a finite resource. With this high quality baseline there is a need 
to achieve excellence in new design, which will respect and build on this inheritance but 
that will also be accessible, safe and sustainable. The majority of the existing public 
realm is also of high quality and needs continual management to withstand the complex 
and sometimes conflicting demands. 

Objectives 13 and 14 and 15. 

• To protect and seek opportunities to increase open space 

5.11 Despite the wealth of prestigious open spaces such as the Royal Parks, the River Thames 
and London Squares there is both an overall and localised shortage of open space in 
Westminster. Open spaces are important for not only for their environmental value but 
also in terms of providing a space for relaxation and exercise and are an important 
addition to the health and wellbeing of residents and visitors to the city. 

Objectives 4, 7, 8, 9 and 15. 

• To support sustainable economic growth 

5.12 Westminster is a national and international centre for business, shopping, arts, culture 
and entertainment. Westminster’s residential population swells to over one million 
during the daytime resulting from workers, visitors and tourist. Only 2% of jobs are 
located in the most deprived parts of Westminster (the North Westminster Economic 
Development Area).The London Plan estimates there will be a growth in employment in 
Westminster of about 19,000 people by 2027. 
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5.13 The following table outlines the relationship the identified sustainability issues have 
with the issues that are required for consideration in Annex 1 of the SEA Directive. 

 
Table 2 The relationship between SEA Issues and identified Sustainability Issues 

Key SEA Issues Sustainability objectives 

Biodiversity 7, 8, 9, 14, 16 

Population 1, 2, 3, 4 

Human Health 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16 ,17 

Fauna 5, 8, 9, 15 

Flora 5, 8, 9, 15 

Soil 5, 8, 9, 15 

Water 6, 7 

Air 5, 8, 9, 11, 15 

Climatic Factors 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 

Material Assets 3, 13, 14, 15 

Cultural Heritage 13, 14, 15 

Landscape 7, 8, 14, 15 
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6.  The Assessment Framework 

6.1  The Sustainability Appraisal Framework is the methodology which will enable the 
sustainability effects of the policies in Westminster’s City Plan to be analysed, compared 
and critically assessed. 

6.2 The establishment of appropriate objectives and indicative guide questions/sub-criteria 
is central to the IIA assessment process.The IIA Framework is based on the 17 
sustainability objectives identified in the Core Strategy Sustainability Report (November 
2009) and reviewed using the information in Sections 3, 4 and 5 of this scoping report 
and to ensure the objectives meet the environmental protective’s set out in the SEA 
Directive. 

6.3  The Sustainability Appraisal Framework has been enhanced to include key objectives 
from the council’s Equality Impact Assessment (2008) and the Single Equality Scheme 
2010-2013; Improving Opportunities-Maximising Potential (Consultation Draft 2010) 
and the Health Impact Assessment (2006).  

6.4  Appendix 1 contains the criteria used for the consideration of the EIA and Health 
objectives and sub-criteria used in the IIA. 

6.5  Table 3 (below) shows the Integrated Impact Assessment Framework which will be used 
for the assessment of new policies in Westminster’s City Plan. The sub-criteria questions 
help in analysing the issues to be considered in the objectives. 

Table 3 Integrated Impact Assessment Framework 

SA/HIA/EQIA Objective SA/HIA/EQIA sub criteria for assessment 
1) To create cohesive, 
inclusive and safe 
communities  

Will it improve access to local services? Shopping? Community facilities? 
Will it increase ability to influence decision making (neighbourhoods)? 
Will it encourage engagement in the community activity?  Will it empower 

communities?* 
Will it promote positive relationships between communities and groups of people? 
Does it provide equal opportunities for use, function and access to the built 

environment for all equality groups? 
2) To reduce crime and 
fear of crime 

Will it reduce actual crime? ** 
Will it reduce fear of crime? * 

3 ) To ensure provision of 
appropriate housing types 
to reduce homelessness; 
reduce overcrowded 
households and meet the 
demand for affordable 
housing and family sized 

Will it reduce homelessness? * 
Will it increase range of affordable housing? * 
Will it reduce number of unfit homes? 
Will it create high quality homes? ** 
Will it improve life chances for all equality strand groups? 
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units 
4 ) To promote and 
improve health and well 
being 

Will it help improve health inequalities? 
Will it reduce death rates? 
Will it increase participation in sport and leisure activities for all low participation 

groups?  
Will it tackle hate crime? 
Will it provide access to a healthy diet and encourage healthy lifestyles? 
Will it encourage a physically active lifestyle (helping to reduce obesity)? 
Will it create healthy workplaces? 

5) To reduce greenhouse 
emissions and support 
climate change adaptation 

Will energy need be met through renewable sources? Will it reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions by reducing energy consumption and the need to travel? * 

Will it reduce ozone depleting emissions? 
Will it reduce emissions through retrofitting new technology? 
Will it reduce heat island effects on people and property? 

6) To reduce use of natural 
resources e.g. water, 
energy 

Will it reduce water consumption and improve water efficiency?  
Will it reduce energy consumption? * 

7) To minimise flood risk , 
promote SUDs, protect 
surface and groundwater 
quality 

Will it minimise flood risk from all sources of flooding? * 
Will it reduce property damage due to storm events/heavy rainfall by improving 

flood resistance and flood resilience? 
Will it reduce combined sewer overflow events? 

8) To protect, enhance and 
create environments that 
encourage and support 
biodiversity 

Will it protect, enhance and increase biodiversity and protect habitats? 
Will it reduce preserve SINCs? 
Will it improve access to and promote educational value of sites of biodiversity 

interest? 
Will it conserve and enhance species and habitats? 

9) To improve Air Quality Will it improve air quality? * 
Will it reduce emissions of key pollutants? 

10) To reduce noise and 
impact of noise 

Will it reduce noise concerns and noise complaints?  
Will it reduce noise levels? * 

11) To reduce need to 
travel, the use of private 
motorised vehicular 
transport as well as 
encourage walking, cycling 
and use of public transport 

Will it reduce volumes of traffic? 
Will it encourage walking and cycling?* 
Will it increase proportion of journeys using modes other than the car? 

12) To reduce waste 
production and increase 
recycling, recovery and re-
use of waste 

Will it reduce consumption of materials and resources? 
Will it reduce household waste? 
Will it increase recycling, recovery and re-use? 
Will it reduce construction waste? 

13) To protect and 
enhance the historic 
environment and 
architectural, 
archaeological and cultural 
heritage 

Will it protect heritage sites and cultural value?  
Will it protect strategic views? 
Will it protect listed buildings and their settings? 
Will it help preserve, enhance and record archaeological features and their 

settings?  

14) To enhance public 
realm and street 
improvements 

Will it reduce litter? 
Will it enhance the quality of public realm?  
Will it improve access and mobility for all equality group strands? * 

15) To protect, enhance 
and seek opportunities to 
increase open space  

Will it improve open space?  
Will it improve landscape character? 
Will it minimise development on Greenfield sites? 

16) To ensure equal 
opportunities to improve 

Will it improve qualifications and skills? ** 
Will it reduce unemployment? * 
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local opportunities and 
support sustainable 
economic growth?  

Will it provide jobs for those most in need? 
Will it improve earnings? 
Will it help adults into work and tackle child poverty by increasing number of 

volunteer parents engaged in employment, education and training? 
17) To maintain economic 
diversity, increase local 
opportunity and support 
sustainable economic 
growth 

Will it improve business development and environment? 
Will it improve business resilience and economy?  
Will it encourage new business start ups, small businesses and opportunities for 

local people? * 
 Will it promote business in key sectors? 
 Will it promote regeneration, reducing disparity? 
 Will it provide employment opportunities for out of work residents?  

(** coloured asterisks show criteria for HIA (blue) /EQIA (red) assessments)  

 
In the Health Impact Assessment (HIA) element the impacts on the groups listed below will be 

considered:  

Population groups – HIA 

Children 0-16 Unemployed  

Young Adults 16-25 Low Income 

Adults 25-65 Homeless / Street Community 

Older Adults 65+ Refugees and asylum seekers 

 Ethnic groups 

People with alcohol and other drug problems Learning difficulties 

People with long term illness  Physical disabilities  

People with mental health Carers 

Residents People who experience domestic violence 

Visitors  

For the Equality Impact Assessment (EIA) element the following will be considered: There are 
6 protected characteristics as set out in the Equality Act 2010. These are: Age; Disability; 
Gender reassignment; Pregnancy and maternity; Race- this includes ethnic or national origins; 
colour or nationality; Religion or belief –this includes lack of belief; Sex; Sexual orientation 
(including gender reassignment).  

 

 
5.6 The predicted effects of each new policy in Westminster’s City Plan will be analysed 

against each of the sub-criteria for the 17 main objectives and will be scored as follows: 
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Major positive ++ , Minor positive + Neutral 0, Minor negative – Major negative – – 

With a commentary to include an overall summary and on long and short term positive 
and negative effects, mitigation/changes to plan and on uncertainty/risks and 
cumulative effects, where appropriate dependent on the scope of the policy it is 
assessing. 

Appendix 2 contains the detailed IIA appraisal template that will be used to score the 
emerging policies based on the 17 objections and associated sub-criteria. 
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6.  Next steps 

6.1 This Scoping Report and its consultation fulfils the requirements relevant to Stage 1 of 
the IIA process as set out in Table 1 (Pages 2/3).  

6.2 There will be a five week consultation period for this scoping report. Amendments will 
be made to this report to incorporate stakeholder feedback where appropriate. 

6.3 Stage 2 will run alongside the preparation of Westminster’s City Plan by assessing all 
emerging draft policies against the 17 objectives as set out in the IIA Framework using 
the appraisal template set out in Appendix 2. 

6.4 An Integrated Impact Assessment Report (Stage 3) will then be produced which details 
the process undertaken and results of the assessment. Key stakeholders will be 
consulted on the Integrated Assessment Report and changes made where appropriate. 
Any comments received will also as appropriate feed into the Examination in Public 
(which is anticipated to take place early in 2014). 
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Appendix 1 

Equalities and Health objectives and sub-Criteria for the IIA: Based on The Single 
Equalities Scheme, Equalities Impact Assessment (2008) and Health and Well-
being Impact Assessment (2006) 

Equalities 

There are 6 protected characteristics as set out in the Equality Act 2010. These are: Age; 
Disability; Gender reassignment; Pregnancy and maternity; Race- this includes ethnic or 
national origins; colour or nationality; Religion or belief –this includes lack of belief; Sex; Sexual 
orientation (including gender reassignment).  

Westminster’s draft Single Equalities Scheme contains five criteria where planning policy may 
have some influence, these are as follows: 

1. Educational Attainment 

Improve the educational attainment of looked after children and ensure the educational needs 
of pupils with disabilities and Special Educational Needs (SEN) continue to be met.  

Improve educational attainment and meet education needs of all children (including those with 
disabilities and Special Educational Needs). 

2. Health and well-being  

Reduce levels of childhood obesity particularly amongst vulnerable groups including black and 
minority ethnic groups and those from low income background groups. 

Increase participation in sport and leisure activities for all low participation groups (e.g. older 
people, those with limiting disabilities, those on low income, Black and Minority ethnic groups 
and young women).  

• Address high levels of housing need and homelessness amongst ethnic minorities. 

• Address poorer life chances and lower life expectancy amongst rough sleepers. 

• Increase housing provision for people with learning disabilities.  

3. Economic well-being 

Help adults into work and tackle child poverty by increasing the number of vulnerable parents engaged 
in employment, education and training.  



Reduce the number of young people not in education, employment or training. 

4. Staying safe  

Tackle hate crime. 

5. Place –shaping and Community 

Foster an inclusive Westminster community and improve access for people with sensory or 
mobility impairments in the public realm and managing the highway network to ensure that 
disabled people can get about. Enhance neighbourhoods most in need of renewal, by improving 
housing and economic opportunities in areas with improved community facilities and attractive 
neighbourhood environments. 

Based on the above criteria and the objectives in the council’s Equality Impact Assessment the 
following key equality objectives have been formulated and used in the Integrated Impact 
Assessment. 

1. Community Cohesion/ Place Shaping Objective 

To ensure development contributes to creating cohesive inclusive communities by encouraging 
social interaction between groups. 

• Will promote positive relationships between communities or groups creating a more 
inclusive community? 

• Improve access for people with sensory or mobility impairments in the public realm 
and managing the highway network to ensure that disabled people can get about. 

• Enhance neighbourhoods most in need of renewal, by improving housing and 
economic opportunities in areas with improved community facilities and attractive 
neighbourhood environments. 
 

2. Economic Well-being Objective 

To improve access to education, training and employment opportunities across equality groups 
in Westminster. 

• Will it increase the number of young people in education, employment or training? 
• Will it improve educational attainment and meet education needs of all children 

(including those with disabilities and Special Educational Needs)? 
• Will it help adults into work and tackle child poverty by increasing the number of 

vulnerable parents engaged in employment, education and training? 
 

3. Deprivation Objective 



To maintain and encourage sustainable economic growth and support needs of groups in the renewal 
areas.  

• Will it provide employment opportunities for out of work residents in NWEDA? 
 

 

4. Health and Wellbeing Objective  

To increase the development of a range of housing, open spaces, green infrastructure, sports and leisure 
facilities that maintain and help to encourage healthy lifestyles and promotes well-being in 
Westminster’s community. 

• Reduce levels of childhood obesity particularly amongst vulnerable groups including black and 
minority ethnic groups and those from low income background groups. 

• Increase participation in sport and leisure activities for all low participation groups (e.g. older 
people, those with limiting disabilities, those on low income, Black and Minority ethnic groups 
and young women).  

• Address high levels of housing need and homelessness amongst ethnic minorities. 
• Address poorer life chances and lower life expectancy amongst rough sleepers. 
• Increase housing provision for people with learning disabilities.  
•  Tackle hate crime 
 

Health and Wellbeing 

The following objectives are based on the Westminster Health and Well-being Impact Assessment 
(October 2006): 

Impacts considered on the following groups:  

Population groups – HIA 

Children 0-16 Unemployed  

Young Adults 16-25 Low Income 

Adults 25-65 Homeless / Street Community 

Older Adults 65+ Refugees and asylum seekers 

 Ethnic groups 

People with alcohol and other drug problems Learning difficulties 

People with long term illness  Physical disabilities  

People with mental health Carers 

Residents People who experience domestic violence 



Visitors  

 

Health Impact Assessment Objectives. 

Lifestyle Objectives  

To encourage development that will encourage healthier lifestyle choices across Westminster. 

• Will it provide access to a healthy diet? 
• Will it encourage a physically active lifestyle? 
• Will developments encourage the safe and responsible consumption of alcohol? 
• Individual empowerment . 

 
Live Work Factors  

To protect and enhance the quality of the local environment and the public realm by reducing pollution 
and promoting sustainable transport. 

• Will it improve the quality of the local environment? 
• Will it improve internal and external air quality? 
• Will it improve access though better pedestrian / cycle routes  and  sustainable 

transport? 
• Will it reduce noise pollution 

 
Socio – economic Factors  

To ensure buildings and spaces create a range of healthy and safe, living and working environments.  

• Will it promote community safety? 
• Will it crime, fear of crime and disorder? 
• Will it create safer places which lead to a reduction in accidents? 
• Will it improve access to education, training and employment?  
• Will it promote healthy workspaces? 
• Access to arts and leisure 
• Access to services 
• Will it improve housing conditions? 

 

 



IIA Detailed Appraisal Template           Appendix 2 
 
 

1. Integrated Impact Assessment: For Policy No. XXXXX 
Sustainability, Equality and Health 
Objectives 

Detailed decision making sub-criteria including 
EIA and HIA  
 

Score  Comments 

1. To create cohesive, inclusive 
and safe communities 

• Will improve access to local services? 0  

• Shopping? 0 

• Community facilities? 0 

• Will in increase ability to influence decision 
making (neighbourhoods)? 

 

0 

• Will it promote positive relationships between 
communities and groups of people? 

0 

• Does it provide equal opportunities for use, 
function and access to the built environment for all 
equality groups? 

•  

0 

• Will it empower communities? 
 

0 

• Will it encourage engagement in community 
activity 

0 

2. To reduce crime and fear of 
crime 

• Will it reduce actual level of crime?** 0  

• Will it reduce fear of crime?* 
 

0 

• Will it tackle hate crime? 0 
3. To ensure the provision of 

appropriate housing types to 
• Will it reduce homelessness?* 0  

• Will it increase a range of affordable housing?* 0 



reduce homelessness; reduce 
overcrowded households and 
meet the demand for affordable 
housing and family sized units 

• Will it reduce the number of unfit homes? 0 
• Will it result in high quality homes?** 0 
• Will it improve life chances for all equality strand 

groups 
0 

4. To promote and improve health 
and well – being 

• Will it help health and equalities?** 0  
• Will it reduce death rates? 0 
• Will it improve access/movement? 0 
• Will it encourage healthy lifestyles? 

 
0 

• Will it increase participation in sport and leisure 
activities for all low participation groups? 

 

0 

• Will it provide access to a healthy diet and 
encourage healthy lifestyles? 

 

0 

• Will it encourage a physically active lifestyle 
(helping to reduce obesity)? 

0 

• Will it create healthy workplaces? 0 
5. To reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions and support climate 
change adaption 

 
 
 

• Will energy need be met through renewable 
sources? 

0 . 

• Will it reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 
reducing energy consumption and the need to 
travel?* 

0 

•  Will it reduce ozone depleting emissions? 0 

• Will it reduce emissions through retrofitting new 
technology? 

0 

• Will it reduce heat island effects on people and 
property? 

0 

6. To reduce the use of natural 
resources  e.g. water, energy 

• Will it reduce water consumption? 0 . 



• Will it reduce energy consumption?* 
 

0 

7. To a) minimise flood risk, 
promote sustainable urban 
drainage and b) protect, surface 
and ground water quality 

• Will it minimise flood risk from all sources of 
flooding?* 

• Will it reduce property damage due to storm 
events/ heavy rainfall by improving flood 
resistance and flood resilience?* 

0  

• Will it reduce combined sewer overflow events? 0 
8. To protect, enhance and create 

environments that encourage 
and support biodiversity 

• Will it protect, enhance and increase biodiversity 
and protect habitats? 

0  

• Will it preserve SINCs? 0 

• Will it improve access to and promote educational 
value of sites of biodiversity interest? 

0 

• Will it conserve and enhance species? 0 

9. To improve air quality • Will it improve air quality? * 0  

• Will it reduce emissions of key pollutants? 0 

10. To reduce noise and impact of 
noise 

• Will it reduce noise levels* 0  

• Will it reduce noise concerns and complaints? 0  

11. To reduce the need to travel; the 
use of private motorised 
vehicular transport as well as 
encourage walking, cycling and 
the use of public transport 

• Will it reduce traffic volumes? 0  

• Will it encourage walking and cycling?* 0 

• Will it increase proportion of journeys using 
modes other than a car? 

 

0 

12. To reduce waste production and 
increase recycling, recovery and 
use of all waste 

• Will lead to reduced consumption of materials and 
resources?  

0  

• Will reduce household waste? 0  

• Will increase recovery recycling and re-use? 0  



• Will reduce construction waste? 0  

13. To protect and enhance the 
historic environment and 
architectural, archaeological  and 
cultural heritage 

• Will protect heritage sites and cultural value?  0 .  

• Will it protect strategic views? 0 
• Will it protect listed buildings and their settings?  0 

• Will it help preserve, enhance and record 
archaeological features and their settings? 

 

0 

• Will it help preserve, enhance and record 
archaeological features and their settings? 

0 

14. To enhance public realm and 
street environment 

• Will reduce litter? 0  

• Will it enhance the quality of public realm? 0 

• Will improve access and mobility for all equality 
group strands?* 

0 

15. To protect, enhance and seek 
opportunities to increase open 
space throughout the borough 

• Will it improve open space?* 0  

• Will it improve landscape and character of open 
space? 

0  

• Will it minimise development in Greenfield sites? 0  

16. To ensure equality of opportunity 
and improve local opportunities 
for education, training and 
employment and support 
sustainable growth 

• Will it improve qualifications and skills?** 0  

• Will reduce unemployment?* 0 

• Will provide jobs for most in need?** 0 

• Will improve earnings?  
 

0 

• Will it help adults into work and tackle child 
poverty by increasing the number of volunteer 
parents engaged in employment, education and 
training? 

0 

17.  To maintain economic diversity, • Will improve business development and 0  



increase local opportunity and 
support sustainable economic 
growth.  

environment? 

• Will improve business resilience and economy? 0 

• Will it encourage new business start ups and 
opportunities for local people?* 

0 

• Will it promote business in key sectors? 0 

• Will it promote regeneration, reducing disparity?** 
 

0 

• Will it provide employment opportunities for out of 
work residents? 

0 

For the EIA the following protected characteristics were considered: 
Age, Disability, Gender (including gender reassignment, Pregnancy and Maternity, Race, Religion or Belief (including lack of) and Sexual Orientation 
 
Coloured asterisks **show SA sub-criteria also relevant to EIA and HA consideration 
 
IIA Assessment 
 
Major positive ++ , Minor positive + Neutral 0, Minor negative – Major negative – – 
 
Overall Summary   
 
 

Long Term positive effect –  
Short term –  
Long term negative effects – 
Mitigation/Change to plan –  
Cumulative effects –  
Uncertainties/risks –  
Monitoring significant effects –   
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