
 

 

 
Application by North London Waste Authority 

North London Heat and Power Project 

The Examining Authority’s second written questions and requests for information 

Issued on Wednesday 11 May 2016 

 
The following table sets out the Examining Authority’s (ExA) second written questions and requests for information.  

 
Column 2 of the table indicates to whom questions are directed. In no way does this preclude an answer being provided 
to a question by a person to whom it is not directed, should the question be relevant to their interests.  

 
Each question has a unique reference number which combines 2Q, a section number and a question number. 

 
When you are answering a question, please start your answer by quoting the unique reference number.  
 

If you are answering a limited number of questions, responses in a letter format will suffice. If you are answering several 
questions, it will assist the ExA if you use a table based on that used below. An editable version of this table, in Microsoft 

Word, is available on request from case team by emailing: 
 
nlhpp@pins.gsi.gov.uk 

 

mailto:nlhpp@pins.gsi.gov.uk


 

 

 

 

 

 

Question to: 
 

 

Question: 

1.  The Application 
2Q    1.1 Applicant, Canal and River Trust 

(CRT) 
The written representation from the CRT (REP2—009) indicates a Statement of 

Common Ground (SoCG) is intended, and if this is the case please submit this by 

deadline 5 at the latest. 

2Q    1.2 Applicant Please provide a specific response to the representation submitted by Eley Estate 

Company Limited dated 8 March 2016 for deadline 1 (REP1-005). 

2Q    1.3 Applicant How exactly are the heat pipe routes from the ERF to the edge of the Order land 

safeguarded in the draft Development Consent Order (DCO) (REP3-018) beyond 

requirement 18? Please see paragraph 2.5.7 of the Planning Statement (APP-

018, Doc AD05.02), the Applicant’s comments on paragraph 2.4 of the London 

Borough of Haringey Local Impact Report (LIR) (REP4-002, Doc AD07.06), and 

paragraph 2 of the Applicant’s response to first written question 1.1 (REP3-016, 

Doc AD07.02). 

2Q    1.4 Applicant Please supply a revised Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) to incorporate 

proposed amendments offered by the Applicant to meet representations by 

Historic England and Biffa for example (REP1-003, Doc AD07.01 and REP4-001, 

Doc AD07.05). Similarly a revised Environmental Commitments and Mitigation 

Schedule (ECMS), and an updated draft DCO, all for deadline 6 (19 June 2016) in 

readiness for a second issue specific hearing dealing with the draft DCO to be 

arranged for 5 July 2016. 



 

 

 
 

 
Question to: 

 

 
Question: 

2Q    1.5 Applicant, National Grid (NG) What are the potential conflicts between the application and the North London 

Reinforcement DCO envisaged in the written representation from NG (REP2-

013), the Applicant’s comments (section 2.13 of REP4-001, Doc AD07.05) and 

the response from NG to first written question 10.2 (REP3-006)? 

2Q    1.6 London Borough of Enfield (LBE) The LIR from LBE (REP3-003) is an appraisal of the application against the 

National Planning Policy Framework. Is there any further advice in terms of this 

application the Council wishes to offer when assessed against National Policy 

Statements EN 1 and EN 3? 

2.  Need 
2Q    2.1 Applicant Please clarify the response to paragraph 11 of the written representation 

submitted by the Greater London Authority (REP4-001, Doc AD07.05) which 

appears to agree that incinerator bottom ash does not contribute towards local 

recycling rates, whilst the final sentence seems to suggest it should be taken into 

account. 

3.  Development Context  

2Q    3.1 LBE Please confirm what constitutes the statutory development plan applicable to this 

application. 

4.  Green Belt  

2Q    4.1 LBE In view of the observations in paragraphs 5.2 and 5.4 of the Council’s written 



 

 

 
 

 
Question to: 

 

 
Question: 

representations (REP2-012) about the sensitivity of land along the eastern 

boundary of the EcoPark within the Metropolitan Green Belt to inappropriate 

development, does LBE accept the proposed use of the site for the temporary 

laydown area for the expected construction period regardless of the nature of 

proposals for reinstatement? 

5.  Environmental Issues  

2Q    5.1 Applicant The ES concludes that the impact on linnet would be significant adverse 

temporary because at the end of stage 3 the temporary laydown area would be 

landscaped (paragraphs 5.7.15 and 5.8.16 of APP-041, Doc AD02.02). How 

would this conclusion be affected if the restoration of the temporary laydown 

area is just to a standard that is no worse than that land’s current condition, as 

indicated by the Applicant’s response to paragraph 5.4 of the written 

representations from LBE (REP4-001, Doc AD07.05)? 

2Q    5.2 Applicant As set out in paragraph 4.1 of the Applicant’s response to written representations 

from CRT, windblown litter has not been assessed in the ES, but agreement in 

principle has been reached with the Lee Valley Regional Park Authority (LVRPA) 

to extend existing site management procedures with regard to litter control 

(REP4-001, Doc AD07.05). What are the existing operational site management 

procedures for litter control and how will their extension be secured in the DCO?  

6.  Traffic and transport 
2Q    6.1 Applicant The car parking provision is agreed by both LBE and Transport for London (TfL) 



 

 

 
 

 
Question to: 

 

 
Question: 

in their SoCGs (REP3-021 and REP3-015) subject to a number of detailed 

specifications. Are these details (paragraph 3 6.2, REP3-015) agreed by the 

Applicant and provided for in the draft DCO? 

2Q    6.2 Bestway Holdings Ltd Does the analysis of additional traffic on Ardra Road (Ardra Traffic Flows, March 

2016, Arup) attached to the written representation submitted by Biffa (REP2-

005), coupled with the Applicant’s response to Bestway’s written representation 

(paragraph 2.5 REP4-001, Doc AD07.05), satisfactorily meet Bestway’s concerns 

(REP2-006)? 

2Q    6.3 Applicant The written representation from Biffa (REP2-005) requests additional 

requirements to control traffic generated by the project using Ardra Road. The 

response from the Applicant (paragraph 2.6 REP4-001, Doc AD07.05) appears to 

agree the proposed measures; if so, how will these be given effect in the draft 

DCO and CoCP? 

7.  Temporary Laydown Area 
2Q    7.1 LBE, Thames Water Utilities Ltd 

(TWUL) 

 

The indicative construction programme (paragraph 3.5.6 et seq, APP-039, Doc 

AD06.02) shows that the temporary laydown area will be required between 

approximately 2019 and 2026, with the provision for restoration of the site up to 

two years after that. When is the Meridian Water development anticipated to use 

this land for compensatory flood storage and is this use agreed yet with TWUL? 



 

 

 
 

 
Question to: 

 

 
Question: 

2Q    7.2 LBE 

 

Are there any current planning permissions relating to the land identified for the 

temporary laydown area? 

2Q    7.3 Applicant  

 

How would the Applicant intend to carry forward implementation of the 

development if the proposal for the temporary laydown area is denied for 

whatever reason? 

2Q    7.4 Applicant Please confirm that the restoration of the temporary laydown area provided for in 

article 27 (1) and Works No. 5 in paragraph 2 (e) (x) of schedule 1 of the draft 

DCO is subject to article 37(6), requirements 3, 4 and 10 and the Design Code 

Principles (APP-008, Doc AD02.02). 

8.  Visual Impacts 
2Q    8.1 Applicant Please confirm that the restoration of the energy from waste site provided for in 

Works No. 7 in paragraph 2 (g) (iii) of schedule 1 of the draft DCO is subject to 

article 37(6), requirements 3, 4 and 10 and the Design Code Principles (APP-008, 

Doc AD02.02). 

9.  Compulsory acquisition 
2Q    9.1 Applicant Lee Park Way is not currently available to vehicles unless authorised by the 

LVRPA and therefore pedestrians and cyclists enjoy a route which is essentially 

traffic free. How does the proposed opening of this route to the public as an 

eastern vehicular access to the EcoPark site mean that it will be no less 

advantageous to pedestrians and cyclists than it is currently (Applicant’s 



 

 

 
 

 
Question to: 

 

 
Question: 

response to first written question 9.1 (REP3-016, Doc AD07.02))? 

10.  Draft Development Consent Order 
2Q   10.1 Applicant The Applicant’s comments on written representations (REP4-001, Doc AD07.05) 

refer to private agreements with various parties, for example TWUL, CRT, LVRPA, 

Environment Agency (EA) and Zayo. What are these agreements and how do 

they relate to the draft DCO and associated documents such as the CoCP? 

2Q   10.2 Applicant Paragraph 11.1.2 of the CoCP commits to the production of a Construction 

Logistics Plan and paragraph 11.5.2 to the preparation of a Construction Travel 

Plan, based on the submitted Framework Construction Travel Plan (Appendix J of 

APP-031, Doc AD05.11). Why is it necessary for these documents to be secured 

through the Section 106 Agreement (Development Consent Obligation) as well, 

as stated in paragraph 6.9 of the Applicant’s comments on responses to the first 

written questions (REP4-003, Doc AD07.07)?     

2Q   10.3 Applicant Please carry out a thorough check for consistency between Order and plan 

references for the next version of the DCO. For example, the elements of Works 

No 2 listed as paragraph 2 (b) (i), (ii), (iii) of schedule 1 of the draft DCO are 

termed on the drawing C_0005 as Works 2 (a) (i), (ii), (iii).  

2Q   10.4 Applicant Pending submission of a SoCG with the EA, which is requested by deadline 5 at 

the latest, how does the Applicant propose to respond to the EA’s requests 

(REP2-004), for example:  



 

 

 
 

 
Question to: 

 

 
Question: 

 a riparian buffer zone of at least 8 m alongside the Lee Navigation, 

Salmons Brook and Enfield Ditch; 

 amendments to requirement 14 of the draft DCO; and 

 a suggested redraft of the protective provisions in schedule 16 of the draft 

DCO as they relate to the EA? 

2Q   10.5 Applicant The undertaker is defined in the draft DCO as the Applicant, and includes anyone 

to whom the benefit of the Order is transferred under article 8, or anyone else 

with an interest in the land under s156 of PA 2008. The compulsory acquisition 

powers in particular are for the benefit of the undertaker and are therefore not 

limited to solely to the Applicant. Does the Applicant intend that such powers 

should be operated by anyone else other than itself and how does this relate to 

the position of London Waste Ltd? 

2Q   10.6 Applicant “Archaeological investigations” are included both in the definition of “commence” 

and “enabling works” in article 2 of the draft DCO. Should they be removed from 

the list in the definition of commence? 

2Q   10.7 Applicant The aim of excluding “enabling works” from the definition of “commence” in 

article 2 of the draft DCO is to prevent them from breaching those requirements 

which restrict commencement. However, several of the excluded enabling works 

potentially involve considerable change, in particular land clearance, 

contaminated land remediation, ground improvement works and demolition of 



 

 

 
 

 
Question to: 

 

 
Question: 

buildings and could be carried out before the steps set out in the requirements 

have been taken. Should the applicable requirements such as 14 and 15 be 

reworded to also refer to enabling works, as has been done for the CoCP in 

requirement 16?  

2Q   10.8 Applicant What works are envisaged as being “similar related works” in the definition of 

“enabling works” in article 2 of the draft DCO? Could this wording be removed, or 

the additional works listed? 

2Q   10.9 Applicant What is the justification for article 18 of the draft DCO to grant a power which 

takes effect outside the Order land, potentially authorising works anywhere in 

the country? 

2Q 10.10 Applicant Given that the explanation for article 28 (1) (b) of the draft DCO in the 

Applicant’s response to first written question 10.15 (REP3-016, Doc AD07.02) is 

that over growing vegetation on the verge of Deephams Farm Road needs to be 

cut back so not to impede traffic flow, please provide further justification why 

article 32 of the draft DCO (REP3-018) is insufficient for this purpose. 

2Q 10.11 Applicant Please confirm whether the reference in the draft DCO to the drawing in 

requirement 5 (3) of schedule 2 concerning Works No. 2 should be to C_0005, 

and whether the reference to the drawing in requirement 5 (4) of schedule 2 

concerning Works No 3 should be to C_0007. 

2Q 10.12 Applicant Please confirm that the total volume of waste to be managed set out in 



 

 

 
 

 
Question to: 

 

 
Question: 

requirement 7 includes hazardous waste. 

2Q 10.13 Applicant Should the “electricity generating station” referred to in requirement 19 be the 

“electricity and heat generating station” as described in Works No 1a? 

2Q 10.14 Applicant What are the particular circumstances of this application which justify the 
bespoke appeals mechanism set out in paragraph 4 of schedule 3 of the draft 
DCO?  

 

2Q 10.15 Applicant Which elements of the proposed protective provisions for schedule 16 of the draft 

DCO submitted by NG in response to the first written question 10.2 (REP3-006) 

are unacceptable to the Applicant? 

2Q 10.16 CRT Solicitors acting for CRT submitted at deadline 1 a request for a revised version 

of schedule 16 of the draft DCO based on that contained in the Knottingley Power 

Plant Order (REP1-001). What is the current position in the light of the 

Applicant’s comments (section 2.4 of REP4-001, Doc AD07.05)? 

 


