
 

Cllr Clyde Loakes 
Chair, North London Waste Authority 

19th June 2020 

Dear Cllr Loakes 

We are writing to you as a Residents Association in the London Borough of Enfield, on behalf of 
our three hundred member households. Further details of the Association can be found on our 
website, foxlane.net. 

The issue of the proposed North London Waste Authority (NLWA) incinerator is extremely 
important to many of our members who have been active in the Pinkham Way campaign, and to 
FLDRA. Hardly anyone is convinced by the NLWA’s case for participating in this costly venture, 
the incinerator euphemistically described as an “energy recovery facility’. Residents tell us they 
believe they are not being given the full picture, and that there is a lack of political courage to 
reconsider a plan made at a time when decision-makers and residents were not so aware of the 
climate emergency.  

Out of date 

The incinerator plan dates back ten years and we believe has been superseded in its attitude to 
waste and recycling by the urgent priority to reduce climate gas emissions and by changes to 
‘waste’ itself. 

(a) policy 

Public opinion has changed very rapidly, and government bodies have begun to respond to 
popular pressure. Parliament passed the Climate Emergency Act 2019 and all seven North 
London councils and the GLA have declared an environmental and climate emergency. The 
government in 2018 published ‘A Green Future: Our 25 year plan to improve the environment’ 
which notes that 

We must bear in mind that any infrastructure must be able to adapt to future changes in 
the volume and make-up of residual waste generated and developments in technology. 
That way, waste is not locked into residual waste treatment processes when it could be 
reused or recycled.    p.94 

The government’s ‘Our Waste, Our Resources: a strategy for England 2018’ also updates policy 
in some key areas, including the nature and quantity of waste generated. 

In addition policies of all political parties are increasingly committed to urgent responses to the 
climate emergency. For example the 2019 Labour Party Manifesto – with Labour in power of six 
of the seven NLWA constituent authorities – pledged “We will make producers responsible for the 
waste they create and for the full cost of recycling or disposal, encouraging more sustainable 
design and manufacturing”. The EU has pledged its next budget will be centred on green issues. 

(b) the reality of waste 

Building such a big hungry plant appears to conflict with the widely supported and urgent need to 
achieve large reductions in waste and would we believe act as a disincentive for recycling. 
Commercial imperatives usually prevail, and incinerators are known to be “waste-hungry”.  

New technologies are available and constantly developing to maximise separation of recyclable 
materials, to deal with residual food waste, and, imminently, to recycle more plastics. There is 
strong public support for eliminating the use of single use plastics, including Low Plastic Waste 



Zones, water points and reusable cups, changes to supermarket packaging, etc etc. Every 
household in the NLWA area now has a weekly food waste collection, reducing the biogenic 
content of our waste. 

Our Association believes that a great deal more can be done to reduce waste and increase reuse 
and recycling, which is the most climate-friendly strategy of all. Levels of waste have fallen 
hugely since this project was first conceived, and we want to see effective programmes to work 
with businesses and consumers to further reduce packaging and food waste.  

(c) the speed of change and innovation 

Innovation is very rapid in this area. Perhaps the German scientists studying micro organisms 
that digest hard plastic will make discoveries that can go to scale quickly. Perhaps the spread of 
fully compostable packaging will continue to grow exponentially. Almost certainly new and better 
methods of dealing with residual waste will be developed and brought into use. The incinerator 
project may have been state of the art in 2010 but is certainly not going to be state of the art in 
2050; we believe it is more likely to be an industrial white elephant. 

Conflicting evidence 

We are aware of several aspects of the incinerator plan that are strongly disputed: 

(a) health risks   

Public Health England data shows that our neighbouring Borough of Waltham Forest (downwind 
from the incinerator) had the second-worst particulate matter (PM2.5) concentration in England in 
2018. It has been reported that the current Edmonton incinerator emits 1.8 billion PM2.5 per 
second and has been doing this continuously since 1969. There is no equipment to filter PM2.5 
and operators are not required to monitor where they land. The World Health Organisation and 
DEFRA have reported that 'There is no safe level for particulate matter (PM10, PM2.5)'. There is 
fresh news that particulate pollution increases the mortality of the Corona Virus. ABC News 
reported on 10 April 2020 that “According to a nationwide study from Harvard T.H. Chan School 
of Public Health, people with COVID-19 who live in areas with high air pollution levels are more 
likely to die than those who live in less polluted regions’. They found that a small increase -- one 
microgram per cubic metre -- in long-term exposure to particulate matter leads to a 15% increase 
in the COVID-19 death rate. 

(b) carbon footprint 

The information supplied by the NLWA about the estimated carbon footprint of the plant does 
not match data from expert sources. For example, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change states that incinerating 1 tonne of waste generates 0.7 to 1.7 tonnes of CO2. Therefore, 
the new incinerator, designed to burn up to 700,000 tons of waste, would generate about 700,000 
tons per annum of CO2. However the figures given by the NLWA are much lower. These 
discrepancies need to be properly scrutinised. 

(c) low carbon energy 

NLWA say that energy recovered from burning waste is low carbon energy, but other sources say 
the 'carbon intensity' of energy produced through waste incineration is more than 23 times 
greater than that for genuinely low carbon sources such as wind and solar. Similarly, energy 
recovered from burning waste is by no means entirely “renewable” energy: DEFRA states that 
“Energy from residual waste is only partially renewable due to the presence of fossil based 
carbon in the waste, and only the energy contribution from the biogenic portion is counted 
towards renewable energy targets” – the biogenic portion which is rapidly reducing in size. 

(d) costs and value for money 

Despite the claim by NWLA that the doubling of the cost of the incinerator project was a perfectly 
normal cost calculation, large capital projects are notorious for massive cost overruns. The cost is 
enormous and is likely to squeeze out any funding for other environmental initiatives: money 
where it exists can only be spent once. 

https://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/public/gp/bgp/5_3_Waste_Incineration.pdf
https://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/public/gp/bgp/5_3_Waste_Incineration.pdf


The incinerator project ties us into a model of waste management for decades into the 
future, into a time when the climate emergency will be even more obvious than it is today, 
when perhaps ice melt or ocean acidification will have passed a tipping point condemning 
humanity and the planet to thousands of years before the present’s benevolent conditions 
for intelligent life might be restored. 

We as a residents organisation want our local authority and its six partners in the NWLA 
to pause the project and allow an independent evaluation of the cost/benefits in the 
context of the climate emergency, the emissions likely to be associated with the project, 
including those embedded in the construction and in its subsequent operations including 
the transportation of waste to the site from a 50 miles radius, and to provide an up-to-date 
assessment of alternatives.  

We ask you to show courage and leadership in taking action now, on behalf of the people 
of North London, generations to come and planet earth. 

Yours sincerely 

Richard Mapleston 

Chair, Fox Lane & District Residents Association 

Please reply to 

rt2301@hotmail.co.uk 


