
Draft Regulation 19 policy on 
environmental issues and utilities 

Summary and comment made at GUA meeting 23.05.17 

 

POLICY SP2: Good Growth 

 

Intro - Good Growth is a notional concept that the new London Mayor refers to in his ‘A 

City for all Londoners’ published last year (first step towards developing a new London 

Plan). It originally comes from some GLA officers who were trying to justify higher density 

development and is now in the draft (reg 19) OPDC Local Plan (as discussed at the OPDC 

Planning Committee on 03.05.17).  SP2 good growth is the overall strategic policy on 

sustainability issues (previously EU1 in the reg 18 version). Sections that relating to 

environmental issues are (b), (d) (e), (f) and (g). 

Comments 

• Issues raised around how ‘good growth’, a rather nebulous concept’, might be measured 

and how or who defines what ‘good’ is.  

• Some bits will be measured. 

• There is mention of BREEAM ‘excellent’ in EU9 (see below) – but should be ‘outstanding’ 

• With the substitution of a policy entirely focused on the environment with Good Growth 

there is a loss of precision and focus.  

• GUA (in response to reg 18 consultation) asked for a section on the construction phase – 

there is a scattering of policies relating to construction and operation.   

• We need to look more carefully at policy T8 (a transport policy).  We might be effective 

in getting additions required in this policy at the EiP.   

• All the mitigating things they look at in terms of air pollution, heat island effect noise etc, 

will be huge issues during the construction phase – impacting on existing residents.  

• Greater use of the canal would help to reduce air pollution.  

• AS asked at the last board meeting that construction vehicles be carbon free.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



EU3: water 

 
 
 

Intro – Water WU3: GUA had said that the reg 18 policy lacked clarity, had uncertain 

consequences, lacked practical solution to sewerage and had no strategy for poor water 

quality and flood risk but was dependent on individual developments coming forward to 

address these issues.   
 

The latest (reg 19) version proposes an integrated strategy applied through the Integrated 

Delivery Plan to cope with excessive rain fall events plus 40% extra capacity for climate 

change.  There is a sequence of preferences for resolving drainage because the sewer 

outflows from this area are maxed out at present. They are proposing a strategic SUDs 

network; connections to the grand union canal, and if all that fails or developers don’t agree 

they will agree to onsite SUDs and will promote water reuse and minimisation. 
  

Comments:  

• We don’t know yet if and when a sustainable drainage network will be introduced and 

whether new local parks and Wormwood Scrubs will be given over to swales (vegetated 

depressions where rain water would be allowed to percolate into the ground).   

• Flooding is still not tackled strategically but is dealt with on an ad-hoc basis as 

developments come forward. The result is mains and sewers burst as happens regularly 

down by the bridge.  It closes off the road and all kinds of traffic issues occur. (Needs to 

be addressed). 

• A great deal of sewage infrastructure work needs to be done. Infrastructure is an issue 

that we need to take as a separate subject.  

• There could be attenuation tanks that they are using now to stop flooding – at the side 

of roads that drain slowly over days or weeks.  This is quite advanced on the continent. 

• Stamford Book & Counters Creek, two hidden rivers, which are used for sewage at the 

moment, could be brought back to the surface and sewage put in new infrastructure.  

What a feature this would be in the area - an open brook as well as the canal.   

• The Edwardian infrastructure is falling apart – reported four gas leaks and half a dozen 

burst water mains the in the last few months. When construction starts it will be worse.  

• Ideally new infrastructure and replacement of existing such as this should be done in 

advance - although the costs are the issue. They are doing this at Nine Elms.   



 

• Through BREEAM rain water could be collected in a building – which takes pressure off 

use of mains water. City Hall uses rain water.   

• They do recognise London faces a drinking water shortfall and are promoting reuse.  

• TWA has a big new Counters Creek storm relief sewer but don’t think it’s designed to 

take 24,000 new homes at Old Oak.  

• From what I can see is that they are looking mostly at individual SUDs systems which is 

expensive. Infrastructure cost will be high and they won’t be able to deliver affordable 

housing.  All makes you wonder if the that the costs of the infrastructure, the decking, 

bridges and tunnels is this a sensible place to develop on a huge scale?   

• Do we need an alternative sustainability assessment?  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



POLICY EU4: Air Quality  

 

 
 

 
 
 

Intro: Air quality EU4 – GUA had said that the reg 18 policy was insufficiently strategic and 

emphatic, that it lacked certainty around dealing with poor air quality and was dependent 

on individual developments remedying the situation.  It suggested that the OPDC should 

have its own action plan and more monitoring.  

Comment:   

• Reg 19 policy is still weak -for example section (e) avoiding the exceedance of EU or 

subsequent national standards, while the Supreme Court says tackle air quality 

exceedance asap. There is a lack of urgency and also fortuitous that the Mayor is 

bringing the ultra-low N circular emissions zone out to the OPDC area. The OPDC’s 

response is to have air quality focus areas along Hanger Lane, A40, N Circular, Harlesden 

town centre and Victoria road, Old oak Lane, but there still a dependence on ad hoc 

developments to help reduce air pollution.  

• If they want to have an exemplar area in terms of environmental issues they have to ban 

diesel vehicles.  

• Discussion generally supported this – but concern raised that there are no HGVs that are 

electrically powered at present.  

• While it was raised that the local authorities are the highways authorities it was felt 

contracts should carry criteria for clean power vehicles. If they are talking about 

innovation they must demonstrate they are reaching high.  

• The issues of insufficient electric charging points being available for electric cars and the 

fact that the electricity network is unable to cope with too many charging points at 

present were raised.  

• There should be greater focus on freight and canal in terms of delivery of construction 

materials.  
 



POLICY EU5: Noise and Vibration 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Intro:  GUA’s consultation response suggested inclusion of vibration (was previously simply 

‘noise’.  We said the policy was inadequate because it omitted improving the existing 

environment and protecting the existing relatively tranquil areas. We emphasised noise and 

nuisance during construction. There are some improvements -new policy adds in what is 

known as ‘agents of change’, where new developments can’t complain about noise from 

existing clubs, pubs etc and force out their neighbours – that is something that the Mayor is 

adopting. There’s more about having noise and vibration assessments for major 

development and sensitive locations and on construction and operation phases. 

Comment 

• OPDC and HS2 resources should be pooled to provide sound-proofing for existing 

homes, as there will be 24-hour noise and vibration. Ventilation will also be an issue. 

HS2 has offered secondary glazing. Better could be provided if resources were pooled. 

• We need more mapping of existing and predicted noise levels, a more strategic 

approach to protecting existing and monitoring. 

• The Crossrail work is already exceptionally noisy. 

• Mitigation could come through section 106, CIL and contract conditions.  

• Planning requirement are already that noise reduction plans must be drawn up. 

• Dust and noise can be reduced through off-site prefabrication. 

• The biggest contribution to noise is piling - especially where piles are hammered in. 

• What does (e) and (d) mean? How will it be measured and achieved? 

• EU5 text says – developer noise and vibrations assessments, compliance with relevant 

building standards, identifying unacceptable impacts and delivering mitigation 

measures.  Maybe that needs more specification. 

• Contracts should specify decibel levels and a baseline study should be carried out now 

– taking into consideration that some (Crossrail) work has already started. 

• Subsidence should be mentioned. Sensors should be fixed on existing properties not.  

• Access to light during the construction phase too and / or possible bright light. Also, 

mentioned - adequate lighting - relating to safety issues on extensive pedestrian routes 

and light pollution and wind channelling.  (for sections on design) 
 



POLICY EU6: Waste 

 
 
 
 

Intro: In response to the draft regulation 18 consultation, the GUA said that this policy 

depended on an out of date waste plan that over provided sites to meet London plan 

targets and thus there was no need to protect the quarto site. We drew attention to fact 

that Powerday, operating at only at a third of through put, still gives rise to wide spread 

complaints. Retaining it for an energy from waste or incinerator was a fundamental 

misunderstanding of the circular economy principle. 
 

The latest version of the plan still complies with the out-of-date W London Waste Plan but 

will allow for compensatory sites, which includes possibility or relocation, but is still 

controversial. 
 

Comment:  
 

• Quatro is still there -on the quota for my area. 

• Can there be some clarification of where these sites might go (in terms of relocation).  

• Why couldn’t they go in the industrial part of the OPDC area?  

• The W London waste plan clearly states that waste should be transported other than by 

road – the canal would be best.  We want 21st Century waste disposal with proper 

covering and ventilation. 

• The West London Waste Plan was recently adopted by the OPDC, but was produced 

some time ago. It’s out of date because the London Plan in 2015 changed targets that 

boroughs have to provide sites for and has increased the proportion and rate of 

recycling, thus reducing the average provided for waste management sites. The WLWP 

didn’t down-size despite having had advanced notice of the London Plan changes.  

• If Powerday does not have to stay where it is now, it could go to another site in the 

WLWP area. 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



POLICY EU7: Circular and Sharing Economy 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Intro: GUA’s comment to the reg 18 consultation said that policy was narrowly focused and 

important items in the supporting text should be in the policy.  Also, that it neglected 

operation, focusing only on construction, that it misapplied the circular economy principle 

around converting energy from waste, which we know as incineration and ignored green 

job potential. 
 

New policy is still reliant on major developments bringing forward a shared and circular 

economy to show how the principles have been incorporated and the implementation 

methods are not specified. One has to go the sharing and economy study for a 

compendium of possibilities. 
 

Comment:  

• There is a huge gap between aspiration and a huge gap in policy for resource efficiency 

and the reusing or remaking products rather than building from scratch (the basis of our 

economy at present) and what goes on at the moment. There is very little here in terms 

of implementation in the policy.  They are in the study – but not in the policy. OPDC will 

have a great challenge to get developers to progress this circular economy. 

• Comments at the West London Business Group meeting on Circular Economy were 

interesting with people generally feeling that the circular economy is an excellent idea 

but they are lacking in specific examples around how this might be applied.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



POLICY EU8: Sustainable Materials 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Intro: This is a new policy. It reflects the Mayor’s ambition to be resource efficient – but fails 

to pick up on GUA’s earlier point about embedded carbon being factored in - not only on 

materials but also to have a wider application.   

Comment:  

• Re the above, we have to pick up on this again and reiterate.  

• Do we need something here on reuse of land dug up etc?  
 



POLICY EU9: Minimising Carbon 
Emissions and Overheating 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Intro: This is a new policy because more has to be said on climate change threat and Local 

Plan has to meet its carbon reduction targets – so OPDC filling a policy gap here.  

Comment:  

• The gap is not filled particularly well.  They have to put in mechanisms in and to aspire to 

be BREEAM ‘outstanding’. 

• A lot is missing and it is underachieving. For all the zero carbon London, the OPDC’s 

definition is only marginally better than what goes on at present.  

• Energy used to heat to an additional 5 degrees in winter is less than cooling 5 degrees in 

summer.  

• They talk about cross ventilation and managing heat – but don’t talk about the extreme 

conditions that we have that kill people in this country. People working in an office they 

say you can go home on a day of extreme heat, but for people who are trapped – but 

cooling systems are a way forwards in terms of a decentralised network (see policy 

EU10). None of this is joined up.  

• Proposed reductions in CO2 emissions have to be checked after construction. Bath 

university carried out a study (reported in the Times) that highlighted where utility bills 

had doubled (despite the energy savings experts and their modelling) and that any 

modelling had to be tested when flats were finished and occupied.  This then relates to 

issues such as fuel poverty and sustainability.  

• Section A(ii) is a cop-out. There is no excuse for carbon-offsetting - if this is to be an 

exemplar area.  

• NB article in the Times paper "Utility bills double because of 'useless' energy-saving 

experts" by Ben Webster, Environment Editor, dated 04/05/2017 (relating to a study from 

Bath University) was mentioned.  

 
 



POLICY EU10: Energy Systems  
 

 

 

Comment:  

• Re energy systems: as gas and electricity prices fluctuate – combined heat and power 

become unviable compared to heat pumps and other renewables. Unless everyone in 

the development area in linked in, as a decentralised energy network, it’s not viable.  

• What is possible is to have block community heating systems which, as some countries 

like Denmark do very well, are then linked up, so if there is ever an outage of a gas 

supply or the charge has gone through the roof, they could share heat and power 

another way.  For example, to link with waste plants and power stations, so they can use 

the waste heat for generating electricity to heat water and distribute it at the same time. 

Infrastructure would need to be in place to deliver this.  

• What they plan to do here is get an energy services company which someone would 

have to run and if by a private company they would be looking to make a profit – so it 

wouldn’t be cheap. Consumers would lose protection or ability to choose a different 

provider. There has to be guarantees that the price will not exceed a certain level.  

• Where these systems come into their own is in cooling (see also EU9 above) We are 

increasingly suffering from the heat island effect. Distribution systems for cooling can be 

done.  Most of these new buildings won’t need heat.  They will need it for water and 

washing and that will be pretty much it – they won’t need internal heating, as they will 

be so well insulated.  

• There was discussion at the recent board meeting (11th May) on utilities and a couple of 

papers that we haven’t seen yet on energy supply. The consultant said that energy 

supply to this area is problematical especially with the demands placed by HS2 – so 

therefore while they have fine ambitions for renewables and distribution networks with 

local generation and storage they would be actually be accepting use of energy centres 

for each development and importing energy, that they hope to use energy from waste at 

Poweday. This promoted JB (Ealing) to question the desirability or appropriateness of 

keeping Powerday in situ – because of nuisance it caused to local residents. Michael 

Mulhern said that they needed to retain Powerday in the OPDC area to manage the 

construction waste. New chair, Liz Peace was more receptive to hearing community views 

– which was encouraging.  



POLICY EU11: Smart Technology 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Intro: In the draft reg 18 Local Plan this was called ‘digital communications’.  The GUA said 

it wanted broadband rolled out to existing areas as well as to new.   
 

New policy is focused on not just broadband (but still only new developments) but this is 

also based on the notion of a smart city where large sections of data will be managed and 

protected and used to deliver services more effectively and make Old Oak a world leading 

location.  

Comment:  

• What does this mean?  

• Why doesn’t this include Park Royal – it has energy deficiency, and a lot of the area is 

without highspeed broadband (and should to support existing and new businesses). 
 



POLICY EU12: Extraction of Minerals 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Intro: This is another new policy, which say that there is only a minor possibility of mineral 

extraction here (NB it’s not in a fracking area) – but nevertheless it has a lot of safeguards 

included, even though they are a bit woolly.  

 



POLICY EU13: Land Contamination 

 
 
 
 
 

Intro: GUA said quite a bit about this in its response to the reg 18 Local Plan consultation.  

We said there had been a long history of contaminating activities at Old Oak & Park Royal 

and rather than there being a site by site basis response as development comes forward, 

the OPDC should have a strategic approach. We highlighted that it should be remembering 

that sites have neighbours, who are sensitive receptors and there is need to verify that sites 

have been decontaminated and that boroughs should be brought into things.  
 

The new policy has protective requirements and a land contamination assessment 

procedure.  There is now a table and sequence of stages or steps throughout remediation – 

so they have clearly set that out in local plan and it includes monitoring and evaluation and 

a requirement for on-site treatment, recycling and reuse.   
 

Comment: 

• That requires independent assessment – an impartial independent body to oversee – 

perhaps the BRE. There are hazardous materials there - asbestos being the big one  

• Verification rather than self certification 

• Any contamination must be removed – no impermeable membrane covering leaving 

the water table still to be impacted. 

• We should reassert that here should be a strategic – not a site by site approach. 

•  The Mayor could start this now – they know the history of the sites. 

•  Yes, this is called de-risking development sites by having everything out in the open 

and knowing any potential problems.  
 



 ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:   

1.  Health and Safety of pedestrians from falling objects in relation to high rise buildings 

with balconies or wide opening windows - this includes suicides.  Limiting openable 

windows and/or balconies above public pathways is an essential requirement.  Balconies 

and openable Windows are better suited to courtyards. 

2.  Security and safety of pedestrians on walkways (replacing roads between stations) after 

office hours / late at night is a major concern - are there provisions for CCTV or patrol staff? 

3.  Impact of the 'gig' economy in terms of increased delivery vehicles and where they 

will stop/park for delivery or collection of items/people.... the increased use of Uber has 

seen swathes illegal parking and horrendous littering including urination along residential 

streets - how is this being dealt with. 

4.  The stipulation of 5 square metres per person of outdoor space should mean absolutely 

NO LOSS of any existing public green spaces in the OPDC area/zone or neighbouring 

spaces.  (TO BE ADDED TO GUA DISCUSSION ON PUBLIC REALY THAT INCLUED THE OPDC 

POLICY ON GREEN SPACE)  

5.  Performance Measurement and verification of CO2, waste, noise levels etc post 

construction is an essential requirement and this means establishing baselines now for the 

comparisons to be made. 

 


