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I trust this high level description of the daylighting impacts within each of the 26 properties above provides 
further clarification as to why GIA consider the impacts to be acceptable to the surrounding residential receptors 
in consideration of the proposal and the wider urban and development context. 
 
Should you require any additional clarification on anything above, please do not hesitate to get in contact. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
For and on behalf of GIA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Stephen Friel 
Partner 
stephen.friel@gia.uk.com 
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RESPONSE TO FURTHER GLA COMMENTS ON AIR QUALITY ASSESSMENT 

FOR THE GOODSYARD – RECEIVED 14/01/16 

Introduction 

A response to the previous Technical Note (05/01/2016) was received from Amec on 14
th
 January 

2016. This Technical Note provides responses to three issues for which further clarification was 

requested. 

Issues and Clarifications 

 

Table 5 contains a typographical error, and the benchmark emissions are correct in Table 6, therefore 

the conclusions presented are correct. 

 

The highest contribution from the CHP is 8.0 µg/m
3
, which is at receptor PC1_4_30 – at the 30

th
 floor 

of the development and therefore close to the flue of the CHP. The total predicted concentration at 

this location is 39.6 µg/m
3
, which is close to the annual mean objective limit of 40 µg/m

3
. However, the 

background contribution to this total is 31.6 µg/m
3
. Background concentrations are given for ground 

level, and will have decreased significantly by the 30
th
 floor. Defra do not provide a mechanism for 

predicting the rate at which background concentrations decrease with height, so it isn’t possible to 

provide an estimate. But it is clear that the total concentration will be below the objective limit at the 

30
th
 floor. 

In addition to this, the predicted short term concentration was well below the relevant objective at this 

location, even with the full background concentration. 

It is therefore not considered that there is a risk of either the annual mean or short term mean 

objectives being breached. 
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The estimated service trips to the development are considerable, and contribute to the higher AADT 

in comparison to the residential peak-hour trips.  

If the additional number of vehicle movements have been over-estimated then the air quality 

assessment presents a very conservative scenario. The assessed scenario is predicted to contribute 

small (maximum of 0.5 µg/m
3
) changes in annual mean concentrations of NO2. In practice, changes in 

concentration of this magnitude are likely to be very difficult to distinguish through any post 

operational monitoring regime due to the number of sources of NO2 in an urban environment and the 

inter annual effects of varying meteorological conditions.  

In the overall evaluation of the significance of likely air quality impacts, the potential consequence of 

any overestimation in the number of vehicle movements of the type suggested by AMEC, would be to 

increase the margin of confidence associated with the conclusion that the impact on local air quality is 

not significant. This position is supported by the air quality neutral emissions calculations which 

demonstrate that the proposed development is air quality neutral. 
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RESPONSE TO GLA COMMENTS ON AIR QUALITY ASSESSMENT FOR THE 
GOODSYARD – RECEIVED 24/12/15 

GLA Comments: 

ENERGY CENTRE: 

1. The London Mayor’s SPG on Sustainable Design and Construction requires ultra-low NOx 
boilers in all new developments and sets emissions standards for all new CHP and biomass 
plant (Greater London Authority – Air Quality Neutral Policy). There is no discussion whether 
the development is air quality neutral or not.  A discussion on Boiler/ CHP plant emission 
standards is also missing in the report however it is a requirement for any development in 
London to comply with the mandatory emission standards; 

2. Only one year of meteorological data is used for the energy centre assessment rather than 
five years used as a standard for such assessment; and 

3. The worst case scenario for the energy centre concentration prediction is not provided, it 
seems that a seasonal and diurnal profile emissions have been modelled while in table 12-10 
it is stated that no emission profile was used in ADMS-5. 

ROAD TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT: 

4. A three months of 2013 NO2 monitoring campaign is used to annualise monitoring NO2 data 
to year 2012; 

5. For the traffic modelling verification, three months of NO2 diffusion tube monitoring is used, 
however a minimum of 6 months is required in the LAQM.TG(09) to be able to extrapolate an 
annual mean; 

6. The 2013 existing baseline scenario is calculated using the 2013 “three months” NO2 
monitoring annualised to year 2012, with 2012 meteorological data, 2012 traffic emissions 
and 2012 background Defra concentration.  It is not clear why 2013 data are not used 
instead; 

7. Three model bias adjustment factors are calculated depending on zones selected by the 
applicant.  However, it is not clear which adjustment factor is used for each of the modelled 
receptors; and 

8. Prediction of exposure of new residents to level of NO2 above the AQO for some of the 
proposed receptors modelled. It is recommended that the applicant provides mitigation 
measures to be put in place to reduce this exposure, particularly in the light of the legal 
opinion recently offered by Robert McCracken QC (http://cleanair.london/wp-
content/uploads/CAL-322-Robert-McCracken-QC-opinion-for-CAL_Air-Quality-Directive-and-
Planning_Signed-061015.pdf). 

GUIDANCE: 

9. The assessment uses the 2010 EPUK guidance which has now been replaced by the 2015 
EPUK/IAQM guidance, it is recommended that the impact assessment is carried out referring 
to the EPUK/IAQM 2015 guidance; 
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10. For construction traffic, the maximum number of HGV movements per day for the Proposed 
Development is estimated to be 51.  It is currently assessed against the EPUK (2010) criteria 
of 200 HGV rather than EPUK/IAMQ 2015 criteria of +/- 25 AADT change in HDV flows in an 
AQMA. With reference to the EPUK/IAQM 2015 criteria, a more detail assessment of traffic 
impact of HGV during construction phase might be required. 

AECOM Response 

ENERGY CENTRE: 

1. The Air Quality Neutral Assessment is provided in Appendix N2 of the Environmental 
Statement. The summary states: 

The Proposed Scheme’s transport emissions are below the ‘air quality neutral’ 
emissions benchmarks for transport. Therefore no mitigation measures are required.  

The proposed energy plant incorporates gas-fired boilers and CHP units. The total 
building emissions calculated from the proposed development are slightly above the 
benchmark emission rate for NOx, and PM10, but considered to be within the margin 
of error of the calculation*. In addition, the emission concentrations of NOx from the 
CHP and Boilers meet the most stringent standards required for the air quality 
category of Band B.  

It is considered that the proposed Scheme will meet the air quality neutral 
requirements and therefore no further mitigation will be required.  

 * The total building emissions are only 1.7% above the benchmark. 

2. The approach to the selection of meteorological data was outlined at the scoping stage for the 
Proposed Development as noted below:  

Air quality modelling for road (ADMS-Roads) and point sources (ADMS 5) will utilise the same 
year of meteorological data and key parameters such as surface roughness.  One year of 
hourly sequential meteorological data will be utilised.   

The year of meteorological data utilised (2012) was based on the years of monitoring data 
and traffic data available for consideration in the air quality assessment, with the aim of 
aligning as many input parameters as possible to limit the numbers of parameters which could 
adversely affect roads modelling performance.   

The use of a single year of meteorological data allows the contributions of heating plant 
emissions and road traffic emissions to be combined with background pollutant 
concentrations using a consistent meteorological year of data. 

No comment requesting additional years of meteorological data was received as part of the 
scoping responses.  

Additional years of meteorological data are considered unlikely to change the overall 
significance of air quality effects from this source of pollutants as contributions are less than 
0.2 µg/m3 with the year considered (2012). 
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3. In Table 12-10 it was incorrectly referenced that no diurnal profile was used. A seasonal and 
a diurnal profile were used in the modelling, as set out in the text (para 12.107 and 12.108). 
As stated in the text these are in themselves a worst-case scenario as they over-estimate the 
hours which the plant would be operational. Use of an operational profile provides a realistic 
worst-case scenario. 

ROAD TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT: 

4. (and 5) Six months of monitoring is not required by Defra Guidance LAQM.TG(09), as stated 
in Chapter 3 of that document: 

“Duration of monitoring 

3.14 The air quality objectives are all based upon concentrations measured over a 
calendar year, and ideally, periods of monitoring data should be consistent with this. 
Inevitably however, it is often necessary to use monitoring data collected over shorter 
periods of time. 

3.15 For assessment against the annual mean objective for NO2, it may in many 
circumstances prove possible to use data from a shorter period of monitoring, for 
example, six months consecutive sampling (including three months winter and three 
months summer), preferably with monitoring commencing in January or July. A 
minimum period of three months should always be used.” 

The method in Box 3.2 for adjusting the 3-month mean to an annual mean was used.The 
monitoring meets the minimum criteria of LAQM.TG(09) and is therefore suitable for use. 

6. The original assessment was undertaken in 2013, and as such a full set of data for 2013 for 
local continuous monitoring units was not available, so the diffusion tube monitoring data 
could not be factored to a 2013 annual mean equivalent. It was therefore factored to 2012. 
Traffic data, meterological data and emission factors were used to match the monitoring data. 
It was decided to maintain consistency with the original data when the assessment was 
revised, and in addition this provides a worst-case assessment. 

7. Table 1 shows the receptors in the report and the verification zone they are located in: 

Table 1 - Verification Zones 

Receptor Verification Zone 

R1b 2 

R2a 2 

R3b 2 

R4a 2 

R5b 2 

R6b 2 

R7a 1 

R8b 1 

R9b 1 

R10b 1 

R11b 1 
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Receptor Verification Zone 

R12b 1 

R13a 1 

R14a 1 

R15a 1 

R16b 1 

R17a 1 

R18b 3 

R19b 3 

R20b 3 

R21b 3 

R22b 3 

R23a 1 

R24a 2 

R25 1 

R26 2 

R27 2 

R28 1 

All proposed receptors 3 
 

8. Mitigation measures have already been incorporated in to the design of the Proposed 
Development through the selection of less sensitive uses in Building A and for lower floors in 
Building F.  This is described within the ES for the Proposed Development:   

‘The proposed use of Building A is commercial and therefore there is the assumption that the 
building will be predominantly mechanically ventilated and therefore there is no requirement 
for mitigation to reduce the exposure of future receptors to poor air quality. 

In order to mitigate the exposure of future receptors to poor air quality the design of the 
Building F has avoided residential occupancy at ground, mezzanine and first floor, with these 
areas being used for retail and commercial purposes. It is anticipated that with the increased 
height above the source of emissions the local contribution of NO2 from nearby roads and the 
background NO2 concentrations will decrease, whilst taking into account the conservative 
assessment approach should potentially lead to levels which are close to or below the annual 
mean average objective. Therefore, no further mitigation measures are required.’ 

The above approach is considered to align with the prevailing planning policy requirements 
for air quality. Additionally, it is unclear why untested legal opinion offered by Robert 
McCracken QC, which was not prepared for the Greater London Authority (GLA), is being 
quoted in relation to this matter. Therefore no specific response has been provided on this 
point.  Further comment can be provided if further clarification can be provided by the GLA on 
the relevance of the opinion.  

GUIDANCE: 

9. The assessment was undertaken before the new IAQM significance criteria were released. 
However, for the sake of completeness, the results have been re-assessed in line with the 
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R24 0.1 Negligible <0.1 Negligible 0.1 Negligible 

R25 0.5 
Moderate 
Adverse 

0.2 Negligible 0.1 Negligible 

R26 <0.1 Negligible <0.1 Negligible <0.1 Negligible 

R27 0.1 Negligible <0.1 Negligible <0.1 Negligible 

R28 0.2 Slight Adverse <0.1 Negligible <0.1 Negligible 

 

Under the previous criteria, receptor R25 was the only Moderate Adverse impact, so R2, R7, 
R9, R10 and R12 have increased their impact descriptor under the new criteria.  

While some of the receptor impact descriptors are Moderate Adverse, the changes in 
concentration are very small (maximum of 0.5 µg/m3). In practice, changes in concentration of 
this magnitude are likely to be very difficult to distinguish through any post operational 
monitoring regime due to the number of sources of NO2 in an urban environment and the inter 
annual effects of varying meteorological conditions. Therefore, in the overall evaluation of 
significance the potential for significant air quality impacts within this band will be considered 
in this context, and the impacts are therefore considered to be not significant. This position is 
supported by the air quality neutral emissions calculations which demonstrate that the 
proposed development is air quality neutral. 

10. The latest IAQM document (Land-Use Planning & Development Control: Planning For Air 
Quality (2015) does not state that construction should be assessed against the same criteria 
as the operation phase. It states: 

“Description of construction phase impacts.  

These impacts will relate primarily to dust emissions, which give rise to dust soiling 
and elevated PM10 concentrations, although construction plant and vehicles may 
need assessment. The assessment should take into consideration the likely activities, 
duration and mitigation measures to be implemented. The distance over which 
impacts are likely to occur and an estimate of the number of properties likely to be 
affected should be included. This assessment should follow the guidance set out by 
the IAQM (http://iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/construction-dust-2014.pdf - Guidance on 
the assessment of dust from demolition and construction)” 

The document referred to (IAQM Guidance on the assessment of dust from demolition and 
construction (2014)) states: 

“Experience of assessing the exhaust emissions from on-site plant (also known as 
non-road mobile machinery or NRMM) and site traffic suggests that they are unlikely 
to make a significant impact on local air quality, and in the vast majority of cases they 
will not need to be quantitatively assessed. For site plant and on-site traffic, 
consideration should be given to the number of plant/vehicles and their operating 
hours and locations to assess whether a significant effect is likely to occur. For site 
traffic on the public highway, if it cannot be scoped out (for example by using the 
EPUK’s criteria), then it should be assessed using the same methodology and 
significance criteria as operational traffic impacts. The impacts of exhaust emissions 
from on-site plant and site traffic are not considered further in this Guidance.” 
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The EPUK document referred to (Development Control: Planning for Air Quality (2010 
Update) sets out criteria to establish the need for an air quality assessment for the 
construction phase of a development as being: 

“Large, long-term construction sites that would generate large HGV flows (>200 per 
day) over a period of a year or more.” 

As such the use of 200 HGV per day as a screening criteria for construction traffic is valid. 

 

 
































