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Darren Johnson (Chair):  Thank you to all of our witnesses on the air quality item for coming 
along.  This is an issue that has come before the Committee on numerous occasions and is a key 
concern for ours as a Committee and a key concern for Londoners.  Can I ask, firstly, 
Martin [Powell] or Isabel [Dedring] to outline briefly the process for applying for an extension?  We 
have the threat of a multi-million pound fine because of the air pollution levels in London, so, first 
question; will London comply with the particulate matter (PM10) limit in 2011? 
 
Martin Powell (The Mayor’s Interim Environment Advisor):  As you know, in 2009 the 
Government submitted its application to the Commission for an extension on PM10.  This was 
rejected partly on the grounds of lack of data, so in April 2010 the Government resubmitted more 
information that showed that, without further measures, London would be compliant with the PM10 
limit values in 2011.  This is in line with GLA modelling. 
 
However, the additional measures in the Air Quality Strategy, including the package of local 
measures, will certainly increase confidence that the limit values will be achieved this year.  If I just 
may outline very briefly a few of those measures, the new hydrogen buses which create the UK’s 
only zero emission bus fleet are actually in two of the worst areas, so that should have an impact.  
The launch of Source London and also the greener vehicle discount will also have an immediate 
impact in terms of cleaner vehicles.  The dust suppressant trials which we commenced late last year; 
we were hoping to have an initial data share but the weather has delayed that so data will come at 
a later date, but that is ongoing.  There is the bike hire scheme, and obviously the new bus for 
London. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  If the European Commission turns down the request for a time 
extension will the Strategy have to be rewritten? 
 
Martin Powell (The Mayor’s Interim Environment Advisor):  No. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  So even though there is an application for an extension, you are still 
confident that the targets will be achieved, even if there is not an extension? 
 
Martin Powell (The Mayor’s Interim Environment Advisor):  Yes.  The limits will be met in 
2011. 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  It is worth saying that the more recent 
submission to the EU by the Government did not include a number of the measures that we have 
included in the Strategy, so there is a disconnect there already.  It is not really making the decision 
on the full information of the measures that we have proposed in the Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy 
(MAQS) as currently written.  
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  Martin and Isabel, you are both confident, but what happens if the 
targets are not met? 
 
Simon Cousins, (Environment Programme Officer, GLA):  The fines and the process would be 
under the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra), so central government.  



 

Obviously we are working closely with Defra to avoid that.  It really is not a question for the GLA.  
Our priority is just to get on and implement some of the measures that are in the Strategy. 
 
Martin Powell (The Mayor’s Interim Environment Advisor):  It is also worth adding that the 
Strategy outlines 14 policies that we are recommending that central government put in place as 
part of its obligation to this and I think collaboration all round in ensuring that we push those 
messages forward is critical to the success of our Air Quality Strategy. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  Let us hear from Simon Birkett from the Campaign for Clean Air.  What 
is your perspective on meeting the targets, the extension and the adequacy of the Mayor’s 
Strategy? 
 
Simon Birkett (Director, Campaign for Clean Air in London):  Thank you for inviting me 
along today.  I think I would make several points.  In terms of the dust suppressant measures, those 
I consider to be a strategy of playing Russian roulette with fines which the Mayor himself has said 
would be £300 million per year per pollutant.  I think it is very admirable to have measures to tackle 
hotspot problems; they do not do much for public health but they may, at the small margin, help 
comply with legal limits.  If you miss a few sites then all of a sudden you get a £300 million bullet 
flying around, so you would have to tackle all the sites that could breach the standards.  It is much 
better to have - I know we are going to talk about solutions later so I will not talk about those - a 
systematic approach to tackling the problem rather than just trying to pick out hotspots. 
 
The second thing is that I am very concerned that the Government, frankly, seems willing to say or 
do just about anything to obtain this PM10 time extension except actually tackle the problem.  
Through a Freedom of Information request, I know that the Government wrote to the European 
Commission on 3 September 2010 and said that Marylebone Road was the worst site in London for 
monitoring and modelling results.  I just do not believe that is the case.  There are worse sites at 
waste management stations. Horn Lane is a particular one and that has been championed by 
Angie Bray [Member of Parliament for Ealing Central & Acton], who has done a very good job 
highlighting that problem.  The Government, in my view, has made selective statements at best 
and, at worst, has - and this is my view - misled the European Commission, so there are some very 
serious issues at stake. 
 
The Commission must make its decision about the time extension by early February 2011.  It had 
nine months to consider the reapplication.  I think it will probably make its decision before the end 
of January 2011, so in the next two or three weeks we will find out whether the time extension 
reapplication - it is a reapplication as we have heard - is granted or not. 
 
If it is not granted then the inevitable next step, or the pretty certain next step, is that the 
European Commission would take the UK, as a member state, to the European Court of Justice 
(ECJ) for breaching these limit values for dangerous airborne particles every year in London since 
they came into force in 2005.  The European Court of Justice could then issue a judgment saying 
that the UK is in breach.  To be clear, the fines arrive at the sixth of a six-stage legal process and at 
the moment we are between stages two and three.  We have had a first written warning, a final 
written warning last June and the next step would be a reference to the ECJ.  There are two further 
steps beyond that, another first and second written warning, before you get to the fines.  So the 
fines are a very important, necessary, last sanction, but that is not the immediate next step. 
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Thank you, Simon, for causing more alarm than I had realised in 
terms of the potential fine, but I am coming here from a public health perspective.  I think 
ultimately this is the best way of improving Londoners’ life expectancies and lives.  I am concerned 
about a comment made by Simon Cousins about Defra being liable for this potential fine.  That 
does not tally very well with what is being proposed in the Localism Bill in Clause 30 where the 
national Government is proposing that fines be moved on to the relevant public authorities; in this 



 

instance it would certainly be the GLA.  Does that not mean that the context is very different now 
and that the emphasis is on the GLA group to get its act together and not national Government? 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  The Mayor has written to the Secretary 
of State making representations to say that we do not support that proposal and that clause in the 
Localism Bill.  We are proposing modifications to the Bill, basically to say that, in effect, a judicial 
process should judge who gets fined or how the fines should be allocated in the event of fines 
coming towards the UK, because it is an independent process and we can then see how the 
responsibilities actually lie.  In that process all sides can have their say. 
 
We have also suggested that government needs to have exhausted all other remedies. Clearly, if 
there are pollutants coming in in quite substantial measure from outside of London, and if we have 
been clear that funding is necessary in order to tackle those - and funding was never envisaged for 
London at this point in time for these issues, because it was expected that many of these issues 
would have evaporated and none of those projections have actually come to pass.  We have always 
been very clear that Government needs to put money in at its level and adopt certain policies and 
also fund certain programmes with London.  Clearly that influences how the fine situation might 
play out.  Those are the proposals that we have put to Government and we are in discussion with 
them on that. 
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Isabel, I think when I saw that it was a surprise; it came out of 
nowhere, but it tells me very clearly what Government is saying; the buck has been moved on to us 
in regional government because we are the only region that has not complied.  I think that puts a 
very strong message over that we need to get this sorted at the London regional level.  It is telling 
us, ‚less carping and get on with it,‛ basically.  I am very surprised that you have been out of the 
loop on this one because it came from nowhere. 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  We and the other regions are as one on 
this because on nitrogen dioxide (NO2) there is a whole range of other cities that are going to have 
the same problem that we do. 
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Stick to PM10 for the moment. 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  We have always been very clear that we 
need to do our set of actions; we need to do what we can do in London and we have always been 
very clear about that.  We have also been very clear that the Government needs to take action at its 
level and that is what the ongoing relationship with Government is about.  This is not about a 
blame game of, ‚it is their responsibility‛, ‚it is our responsibility‛, and that is very clear just on the 
facts in terms of what policy measures need to be adopted. 
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  All I will say in response to that is that, like I said, it came out 
of the blue and it is not something any of us I think expected.  I just think Government is taking a 
very precautionary view from its perspective now on this. 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  As I say, there are ongoing discussions 
between us and Government on that. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  Before we move on to some of the specific sections on cleaner vehicles 
and modal shift and so on, have we any comments from either King’s College or Transport for 
London (TfL) at this stage?   
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  Can I just make one comment on what 
Simon [Birkett] was saying earlier?  Just to be clear, our 2011 modelling - and TfL can pitch in on 
this - is showing compliance.  That is what we are expecting in 2011.  However, the nature of PM10 
is that it is very influenced by things like weather and also by things like local conditions, for 



 

example, if there are unexpected major roadworks happening or major construction works.  So that 
is our expectation at the moment but we are keeping a very close eye on it. 
 
On Simon’s [Birkett] point about no impact on public health for the hotspot measures, we just 
need to come back to the fact that the European standards are set as they are in order to protect 
public health and if we are seeing a violation of a European standard, that is of course a bad thing 
from a public health standpoint, and we would always want to be getting those locations within the 
European limits.  So, by focusing on those few locations where, over the last couple of years there 
have been violations from a PM10 standpoint, we are very much focusing on getting within the 
limits in order to protect public health.  Otherwise why are we all here?  Why are the European 
rules here in the first place?  We just need to keep coming back to that.  We have always felt that it 
was an omission in the submission to Europe from Government not to include the additional 
measures that we feel are necessary in order to make sure that those particular locations are 
compliant.  
 
Professor Frank Kelly (Director of Environmental Research Group, KCL):  I would just like 
to say in response, as a health expert, that I am rather disappointed in the document as it stands.  I 
think it is rather unambitious, and I think that has been clarified this morning, because everything 
in it is directed towards meeting the EU limit values and having legal compliance.  In reality, the 
situation is that those values are not sufficient to protect public health and to protect Londoners. 
 
The targets we need to be going for are the World Heath Organisation (WHO) standards which are 
sufficiently more stringent than the EU limit values and really that is where our target should be.  
We seem to be missing that fact totally.  So even if we do comply to EU limit measures with these 
measures, which I suspect we will not, we are still a way off the game, which is to protect public 
health in London. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  I remember you making that very case last time round.  That point is 
very well made and we did refer to that directly in our previous report. 
 
Martin Powell (The Mayor’s Interim Environment Advisor):  Chair, can I just give a very quick 
rebuttal on the comment?  To Professor Kelly, I think it is very dangerous to say that everything in 
the Strategy is about meeting the limit values; that is not true.  There are a lot of elements of this 
Strategy that are focused on some of the longer term issues, the nitrogen oxide (NOx) issues and a 
whole range of issues that are not all about the fines.  If you can refer to the specific aspects of the 
document I think it would be more helpful.   
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  The point you were making is that if it was to meet the WHO standards 
it would need to be a much more ambitious document. 
 
Professor Frank Kelly (Director of Environmental Research Group, KCL):  Yes.  The 
measures that are outlined here will not come anywhere close to meeting the PM standards that we 
require. 
 
Simon Birkett (Director, Campaign for Clean Air in London):   I would just like to bring to 
the Committee’s attention that Clean Air in London’s legal team, led by Friends of the Earth’s 
rights and justice people, is in court at the moment, was yesterday and is again today.  In fact, as I 
speak, they are making their submission.  It is a Freedom of Information case.  It is a very, very 
important case.  It is a groundbreaking legal case.  It relates to a request by me two years ago for 
briefing papers ahead of a meeting between Lord Hunt, the then Air Quality Minister, and the 
current Mayor.  The information request was refused by Defra.  I appealed, on behalf of the 
campaign, to the Information Commissioner’s Office who ordered the Government to release all the 
information.  The Government then appealed that decision to the first tier tribunal.  The 
Government tried, if you can believe it, almost a year and half after the original request, to bring in 
a new exemption, something called litigation privilege, to keep sections of these ministerial briefing 



 

papers secret.  This just completely bypasses the Information Commissioner’s Office, which is why it 
is such a fundamental principle.  The first tier tribunal rejected that.  The Government has appealed 
again, and that is what is being heard today. 
 
Given that the Government is claiming litigation privilege for the sections in these ministerial 
briefing papers, it is virtually certain that it relates to potential infraction action or actual infraction 
action underway, started, from the European Commission.  Given that the European Commission is 
about to make its decision in the next two or three weeks, it is really quite astonishing that, two 
years after the original request, we are still trying to find this information; and it is somewhat 
bizarre that the current Government is defending the previous Government’s position.  
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  I want to continue on PM10, but before I do can I just check a point of fact 
and make a comment.  Absolutely, there is lots in the Strategy that is great, but inevitably we focus 
on the areas we are concerned about.  In stating that you are confident that the Strategy will meet 
the EU limits - with the caveat that from my perspective the EU limits are not good enough 
because they are not the WHO health limits we should be aiming for - are you making a narrow 
point about the daily exceedances on the sites that are used for the EU, or are you saying that 
there will be no sites in London that exceed the daily limits? 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  It is the sites that meet the EU standards 
for measurement.  For example, if there was a location in the centre of a road, the EU would not 
count that as part of their measurement because there is nobody in the middle of the road.  There 
are monitoring stations that fall into that type of situation.  Is that the distinction you are talking 
about? 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  For example, in central London Marylebone Road is one that is used for the 
EU measurement.  That would be a key one.  If that exceeded in 2011 then we would not have met 
the EU standard and it would not be true, what you are saying.  What about the other ones?  For 
example, Lambeth Bondway Interchange or City of London Upper Thames Street or others; those 
could well exceed the daily EU limit but, because they are not used for the EU monitoring 
purposes, do not trigger … 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  My point was based on the modelling 
and, therefore, in a sense it sort of covers everywhere, rather than the actual monitoring stations. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Well, that is what I wanted to know. 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  Which in a sense is even broader than 
the one you are talking about.  That should reassure you.   
 
Yvonne Brown (Air Quality and Climate Change Manager, TfL):  On Upper Thames Street 
and Bondway, obviously the monitoring has shown that they exceed at these relatively extreme 
locations, in terms of the types of locations that they are.  They are excluded from the EU Directive 
in terms of how they are sited.  However, the focus of the Strategy in terms of that priority location 
and hotspot management, in terms of the dust suppressants for example, is around - even though 
that may be an extreme set of monitoring - looking to meet the limit values at those locations, 
even though it is worst case. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  We are trying to.  My point was whether, the opening statement to say, 
‚Don’t worry, we’re going to meet the limits‛, was a narrow point about the precise stations that 
are used for the EU purpose or is it a broader point about the general health across London?  That 
is where I am trying to get to. 
 



 

Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  Yvonne’s [Brown] point is that the 
reason the EU excludes them - correct me if I am wrong - is because they do not reflect human 
exposure in those locations.  You might dispute the EU’s standards -- 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  People live in Lambeth Bondway.  It was my ward that I represented, which I 
why I focus on that one.  Brixton Hill for example, lots of people live there, it is a busy road, it may 
be sited on the road, but thousands and thousands of people live in that vicinity. 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  That is one of the challenges.  We have 
said for a long time that the monitoring network needs to be totally refreshed, it should be 
expanded and those locations where the monitoring stations are too close to the road and thereby 
excluded, your residents are not able to know accurately whether they can make a valid claim.  
Whereas if we had a proper monitoring station there, where it should be, then we would not have 
these problems.  If we had seen 20 years ago that we would be in this situation, we probably would 
have built a proper network in the first place.  That is one of the issues that we are confronting; 
those stations simply are not appropriate for making the case under the European law. 
 
Yvonne Brown (Air Quality and Climate Change Manager, TfL):  Also, of course, we have the 
stations like Bondway and Upper Thames Street in these relatively extreme locations whereas, for 
example on Brixton Road, the station there is meeting the PM10 limit values.  Again that is part of 
the policies around the retrofitting of buses and reduction of PM10 in those areas where that is a 
major source.  There are targeted actions that we are taking which are improving.  We do have this 
handful of sites, the waste sites as Simon [Birkett] mentioned, where additional action and this 
focused action, as well as all of the London-wide measures that we need to take which are about 
the wider health impacts, are important. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  Let us go into the measures then. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Absolutely, because this plays to the point that Professor Kelly said.  The 
fear is that we are moving from a compliance to EU rules starting point rather than working 
backwards from a, ‛What is a healthy place to live?‛ standpoint and we are arguing about the 
space in the middle.  I suspect we will go on arguing about that.  What we are here to do this 
morning is not reopen the whole scrutiny that we did but simply look at the Strategy at this point 
in time. 
 
We are talking about transport measures and PM10.  There is lots in the Strategy from 
paragraph 3.8 onwards; eco driving, freight management and so forth.  Can you tell us about the 
funding of those?  In other words, is everything that is in the Strategy that you are relying on to 
give us the assurance that you will meet these values, is that funded in the current environment? 
 
Martin Powell (The Mayor’s Interim Environment Advisor):  The short answer to that is, yes, 
everything in the Strategy is funded.  I cannot relay to you direct figures related to the two 
principal functional bodies that are supplying the funding because they are both currently working 
through revised business plans at the moment. Transport for London is working through a revised 
business plan for 2011/12 onwards.  Also, the funding for the energy programmes which have the 
greatest contribution to the NOx element - RE:NEW, RE:FIT, RE:CONNECT - are funded through 
the London Development Agency (LDA).  
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  There will be some questions on the NO2 side.  We are trying to structure it 
around PM10s first and then NOx, so apologies, we will ask the same question in a minute. 
 
Martin Powell (The Mayor’s Interim Environment Advisor):  The short answer therefore is, 
yes, but we are going to have to come back to you at a later point to confirm the figures allocated 
in the budgets. 
 



 

Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Let’s get that on the record from Transport for London because there are 
cuts being mooted in car clubs, smarter travel schemes, vehicle charging points and so forth, which 
I presume you have assumed in your Strategy measures.  Can we hear from Transport for London?  
Are all the Strategy measures that are promised, on which we have had promises of the outcome, 
going to be funded through? 
 
Peter Wright (Policy Manager (Planning), TfL):  Our business plan, as Martin was just saying, 
is being revised up to March 2011 when it will be published.  The figures that are in there are 
around looking at doing what we currently have in our business plan.  Looking at better partnership 
working, we have been looking in the sub-regions around identifying air quality areas, that focus 
areas on which we already have a toolkit of some of those measures you mentioned, as well as the 
funding that is going to local implementation plans, of which we have got a good breakdown 
across the four key funding areas of major schemes, corridors and neighbourhoods, smarter travel 
and maintenance.  Already in the local implementation plan (LIP) funding there have been spent 
on 144 schemes that have been identified that all have a contribution to air quality benefits 
through the LIP funding process as well. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  I understand the detail.  When you have added that all up - let us get it on 
the record - you are saying to us that there will be the funding from TfL for the measures that are 
in the Strategy?  
 
Peter Wright (Policy Manager (Planning), TfL):  Yes, that is the intention. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Good.  Yes is the word that is on the record.  We may come back to that, so 
thank you for that. 
 
Peter Wright (Policy Manager (Planning), TfL):  Can I just add?  I know you are going onto 
NOx later on, but there are still contributions for Government funding that will be required to make 
sure that we have greater confidence in meeting those.  Some of the local measures we have been 
talking about - while we are confident that we will not exceed at those sites in PM10 terms -  they 
do give us increased confidence that we will not meet them and risk complications.  
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  OK, NOx is clearly more complicated and difficult and I think others have 
got questions on that.  Sticking with the PM10 issue and the transport related one, one of the 
things that this Committee highlighted in its original scrutiny work was targeting measures on 
central London where we thought the problem was worse.  One of the things that has come into 
this final thing is a couple of sentences, which I very much welcome, about the option for a central 
London Congestion Charging Zone and the need to, ‚Work with boroughs and other stakeholders 
to assess the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of the potential options‛.  I welcome those words, 
albeit 18 months after we asked for them, but can we believe them? 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  The central London Low Emission Zone. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Sorry, I should have made that clear.  I mean the clean air zone for central 
London targeting measures at source, rather than remedial things like spraying glue on the roads to 
get rid of the pollution once it has arrived.  Give us some confidence that these discussions are 
really going to happen, by when, are they genuine or is this just a sop to keep us quiet? 
 
Martin Powell (The Mayor’s Interim Environment Advisor):  No, if the words are in the 
Strategy then that should give you all the confidence that you need.  We have made the 
commitment to have a look at a central emission zone and that is exactly what we will do. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  What is the timescale? 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  We are saying it is under way.  



 

 
Peter Wright (Policy Manager (Planning), TfL):  Yes, the work is underway now to look at the 
cost effectiveness of a central London emission zone.  In looking at the measures that we are 
implementing, a London-wide scheme has the greatest benefit in cost effectiveness terms, and that 
is what we have looked at before.  A London-wide low emission zone has a greater benefit and we 
are looking now at if there is any more benefit in terms of compliance costs.  That could actually 
increase the costs in central London; we are looking at how you could trade those two things off. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Well this is what worries me in a sense, that if you are starting from the 
presumption that London-wide is the way to go then my cynical approach is that - sorry I am 
cynical- I have been around the block enough times to be able to say: that the result of this 
exercise is designed to show that it is not a good idea.  I want some assurance that, at the very 
least, it is a neutral exercise, and what I would prefer is an assurance that, if it can be seen to be a 
good thing, you will positively want to do it.  That was certainly the position of this Committee; we 
ought to focus the tougher measures on those areas where the problem is worse so as to avoid 
inconveniencing a whole load of people in outer London where the problem at least for PM10s, is 
not a big issue! 
 
Martin Powell (The Mayor’s Interim Environment Advisor):  Just very quickly, we are not 
conducting this piece of work with a pre-judged outcome, and we will look at it properly.  
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Good. 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  Not least because then Mike [Tuffrey] 
will make us do it again!  We do not want to do that.  You can have my personal assurance on that.  
How is that? 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Good.  Thank you. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  Yes, thank you.  The question here is: what would you need to achieve a 
quantifiable impact on air quality by 2015 through modal shift?   
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  Please can you clarify the question?  Do 
you mean in addition to what we have outlined in the Strategy?  Because we have outlined how we 
think we can achieve compliance. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  Well the Strategy does not talk about 2015.  It talks about what is 
happening by 2031. 
 
Simon Cousins (Environment Programme Officer, GLA):  The modelling is for 2011 and 2015. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  Does it have that? 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  What we have outlined is a reduction of 
35%, which still leaves a gap, and then we have outlined what we believe the Government needs to 
do for the residual amount, and what policies we think need to be adopted which in effect closes 
the gap for 2015, if all of that were to be implemented. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  What would be the modal shift then out of cars by 2015? 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  That I do not know.   
 
Peter Wright (Policy Manager (Planning), TfL):  The underlying assumption for the Mayor’s 
Transport Strategy is that there will be a 6% reduction by the end of the Strategy by 2031. 
 



 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  That is what I was quoting, but nothing by 2015. 
 
Peter Wright (Policy Manager (Planning), TfL):  In terms of the modelling we have not looked 
at the modal shift for 2015 as far as I am aware.  I could come back to the Committee if there is 
any more detail on that. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  We have to tackle this problem now!  We would all like to see staging; it is 
manageable if you look at it in terms of 2015 - I mean who knows by 2030 or 2031? 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  Yes, I agree that that would be an area where the Committee would 
want clarification from TfL.  Given modal shift is agreed as part of the Strategy for tackling air 
pollution and meeting the targets, and given the targets are so close in the future to only have 
long term targets for modal shift does seem to be a problem. 
 
Martin Powell (The Mayor’s Interim Environment Advisor):  I am sure we could extrapolate 
the data and provide some interim targets if that is what the Committee would like.  I do not know 
how easy that would be, but if you calculated a figure to 2031 I am assuming you must have made 
some assumptions with the interim targets. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  I think it might be rather easier to do it by 2015, because you actually know 
what you are going to be implementing in terms of walking, cycling and public transport. 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  There will be an internal assumption 
within TfL about what the modal shift is by that date; I am happy to have a look and see what that 
assumption is, and provide the data. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  It would be helpful if you could share that with us. 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  It is not none and then 6% in 2031;  
that would be illogical. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  Is the 6% target supposed to met by 2031. 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  Yes that is correct; what I am saying is 
that it is not none, and then 6%. 
 
James Cleverly (AM):  With regard to modal shift, do you think there is an argument to have a 
bit of a redefinition of what modal shift is? Part of the Strategy is about a significant expansion in 
electric vehicles for personal use, for hydrogen vehicles and for municipal use.  At the moment, if 
someone changes a car from an internal combustion car to an electric car, under the current 
definition, that is not viewed  as a modal shift;  it is still a private car.  Again, a move from diesel 
buses to hydrogen buses would not be recognised as a modal shift.  Do you think there is an 
opportunity or a requirement - and I am looking at Isabel and Martin but perhaps Peter and 
Yvonne are better - about having a slightly more sophisticated look at modal shift?  If we could get 
a significant shift from internal combustion engines to electric vehicles then that would have a very 
very significant impact, but would not be recognised in our current definitions of modal shift.  
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  It is included in the analysis, but it is not 
included under that phrase. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  My understanding is that you always had a two pronged approach: it 
was cleaning up the vehicles that are on the road to ensure that the vehicles that are on the road 
are as clean as possible and that you reduced the overall number of vehicles as well; those are two 
separate key objectives. 
 



 

Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  It is an interesting idea that there is not 
an overarching catchphrase that you can use to embody that; it is an interesting idea. 
 
James Cleverly (AM):  It is not necessary to explore that now, but something to think about for 
the report. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  Can I just say: I do not think that is going to have very much impact by 
2015?  I would like us to be proved wrong. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  Yes, we await those figures.  It would be useful if you could share 
those with us.  Have we any more points now on PM10s or can we move on to meeting the NO2 
objectives?   
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Martin , what discussions have you had with central 
Government about NOx, and where it is going particularly with concentrations of NOx in central 
London? 
 
Martin Powell (The Mayor’s Interim Environment Advisor):  Well we have met with 
Caroline Spelman [Secretary of State for the Environment], on a range of topics, but specifically on 
air quality, NOx being one of the topics of conversation.   
 
Simon Cousins (Environment Programme Officer, GLA):  At an official level we have regular 
meetings with Defra to discuss the specific measures that we think the Government should be 
taking to assist air quality in London, and also, obviously, about the funding for implementation of 
the Strategy as well.  Those discussions are ongoing.  We anticipate that the Government will be 
publishing an NO2 action plan in the spring, come summer, and we are working towards 
contributing data and information to that.  That will then be submitted to the Commission in the 
autumn, we expect. 
 
Martin Powell (The Mayor’s Interim Environment Advisor):  In addition to this we have also 
met with the Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) to discuss potential funding for 
energy programmes and helping London’s cause in terms of energy targets which of course have a 
direct contribution towards the NOx targets as well. 
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  The other big source of NOx in London is Heathrow Airport.  I 
am just wondering whether any discussions are being had, on that front, with the relevant bodies 
given that this is not just a central London issue, but an issue in the west London suburbs.  
 
Simon Cousins (Environment Programme Officer, GLA):  Airport operations are obviously 
very important and so we have had regular discussions with BAA and Heathrow Airport Ltd 
regarding their fleets, and how they can make their airside fleets cleaner.  There has been the 
greater use of fixed electricity, so they do not have to use diesel plants on the site, and there are 
positive things happening there.  We have also talked to the Government, with Heathrow and BAA, 
about access to the airport.  Obviously road access is very important and service access is very 
important. 
 
It is a question of working with them:  Heathrow is doing a lot on cleaner fuel at the moment.  It 
has also done some work on hydrogen; it is also doing some work on a cleaner diesel, so we are 
supporting them on that as well. 
 
It is a two pronged attack: both the airside side and also the surface access.  TfL has also had those 
meetings about the surface access. 
 
 



 

Peter Wright (Policy Manager (Planning), TfL):  We have regular meetings with BAA and 
some other stakeholders around the airport around the surface access, both by public transport and 
improved walking and cycling in the area, in Hillingdon.  Also, for the west London sub-regional 
transport plan, we have been looking at improved access to Heathrow and the impacts on air 
quality which came out as one of the priorities for west London. 
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  No doubt something like Crossrail when it kicks in will make a 
difference, but we have this interim to manage and the European Commission is also keeping an 
eye on this.  I just want to be sure that we are focussing on the concentrations and not just the 
limits, because I think that is the key.  All the available information I have seen at the Heathrow 
Airport Consultative Committee suggests we are way off the targets, and it will take us some time 
to pull them in. 
 
Yvonne Brown (Air Quality and Climate Change Manager, TfL):  The monitoring around 
Heathrow shows that the roadside sites are the key ones that are exceeding, and look to continue 
to be exceeding in terms of NO2.  The monitoring network around Heathrow, which has established 
a number of background sites which are relevant for a lot of people living in the area tend to be 
either just below, or very marginal in terms of already meeting the NO2 limit values.  Of course then 
it is key to continue that trend. 
 
The modelling assumed - based on the Emissions Inventory for London - the continued reduction 
in vehicle emissions in the area. However it still shows that we can expect an exceedance by  2015 
at the roadside sites in the area.  That is what we are working on with BAA, Heathrow Ltd and 
Defra, in order to establish a framework for further reductions. 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  Just to clarify Murad’s point: our 
modelling is based on concentrations rather than on emissions.  
 
Yvonne Brown (Air Quality and Climate Change Manager, TfL):  Emissions form the basis for 
the modelling, and then we predict the concentrations in the area. 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  The data that you would see on the 
maps - that you would see in the Strategy - reflect the expected concentrations as modelled, not 
just the emissions; I think that is one of the questions that you are asking. 
 
Yvonne Brown (Air Quality and Climate Change Manager, TfL):  Concentrations, yes. 
 
Dr Sean Beevers (Senior Lecturer in Air Quality Modelling, KCL):  We did most of the 
modelling for this work.  In terms of Heathrow in particular - I mean the model that we ran showed 
as has been mentioned there are some exceedances around the airport.  I suppose one of the key 
things you can to do to an airport is try to reduce its impact in terms of traffic generation, and I 
guess that would be one of the strategies that you could try, simply because it does generate a lot 
of traffic.  If you can switch people from going by car, or bus on to an alternate mode of transport 
- rail in particular - then that would benefit NOx and NO2. 
 
From a wider point of view for NOx and NO2 some recent work that we have done for Defra looking 
at the Emissions inventories - these are the things that in London and in the UK drive all the air 
pollution impacts - has shown that there are some concerns about the actual Emissions Inventory 
future projections simply because of the uncertainty surrounding the performance of newer and 
newer vehicles in the fleet.  It is just a word of caution really, that some of the future projections 
from our model are actually probably too optimistic. 
 
The other point being that if you then have a Strategy based on these assumptions, it is difficult to 
say for sure whether that Strategy is optimal simply because of these uncertainties in terms of the 
forward projections from vehicles.  I would say that NOx and NO2 in particular are going to be quite 



 

difficult issues.  The uncertainties to a certain degree apply to PM10 as well, but certainly the focus 
of attention for this Defra work has been on NOx and NO2.  It is kind of a word of caution really: 
that it is perhaps not as certain as it looks, just because it is there and you can see it as a picture. 
 
Simon Birkett (Director, Campaign for Clean Air in London):  I would like to make a couple 
of points on nitrogen dioxide.  To put it in perspective, the NO2, which is the nitrogen dioxide 
problem, dwarfs the problem we were discussing earlier with the dangerous airborne particles, 
PM10.  The legal standard is very closely aligned with the World Health Organisation guideline level, 
unlike with PM10. 
 
Near our busiest streets in London, concentrations of nitrogen dioxide are well over twice the 
maximum level recommended by the World Health Organisation and twice the legal limit.  London 
has got the worst nitrogen dioxide problem of any of the 27 capital cities in the whole of Europe.  
It has probably got, from the best calculations I can do, about the same nitrogen dioxide problem 
that Beijing has, although we do not have the particle problem that Beijing has. 
 
There are two legal standards: you are only allowed to breach 18 hours in a whole year over a very 
high level, and then there is an annual standard.  Within the first week of this year, the hourly 
standard was breached in Putney and in the Western Extension zone area, which is a week earlier 
than it was last year. That is over over 18 exceedances!  You typically get at Marylebone Road 400 
or 500 in a year, so we are a long way from complying with that. 
 
The Mayor’s draft Air Quality Strategy said that emissions of oxides of nitrogen would need to be 
reduced by some 80% to ensure compliance with these legal standards by 2015.  Obviously the 
Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy goes about 35% of the way, so there is a big gap which has been 
highlighted.  There is a wish list in the Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy of 14 measures for central 
Government to take and fund that will close this big gap. 
 
I think it is important to highlight two final points: first, is that the Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy is 
entirely predicted on getting a time extension from 1 January 2010, ie a year ago, to 
1 January 2015, to comply with these legal standards for nitrogen dioxide, which obviously in 
places, Mike and Murad and others have highlighted, to protect public health.  It assumes that but 
it does not assume the consequence of not getting it.  If you do get a time extension, which is far 
from certain, my understanding is the Government will launch a consultation on that in May 2011, 
and submit its formal request to Europe in September 2011.  If you get that you have to ensure 
that the annual mean concentrations of nitrogen dioxide remains below 60 micrograms per cubic 
metre, or alternatively 60 units. Currently in the Western Extension area they are 100; in 
Marylebone Road there were 100 last year.  The general point is, the NO2 problem totally dwarfs 
the PM10 problem. 
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Simon, thanks for reminding me about the impact of the west 
London extension of the Congestion Zone.  In percentage terms, very briefly, what is the impact of 
the abolition of that extension on PM10s and NOx as well? 
 
Simon Birkett (Director, Campaign for Clean Air in London):  Well at each stage of the 
various consultation processes there have been numbers.  As the Campaign for Clean Air in London 
has complained about them they have disappeared from subsequent drafts, but the best estimate 
or the highest number was that removing the Western Extension would increase harmful emissions 
of PM10 and NOx by between 4 and 8%.  That was in one of the supporting documents to the 
Mayor’s Transport Strategy.  Clean Air in London has written to the Mayor saying that it is 
considering legal action in connection with the removal of the Western Extension Zone (WEZ). 
 
I do not want to steal my own thunder from next week, but given the importance of this 
Committee, I will share with you that Harrison Grant [Solicitors that specialise in environmental law] 
who were acting for us, received a letter from TfL including a statement that concentrations of 



 

PM10 and nitrogen dioxide would not exceed 2010 levels following the removal of the Western 
Extension.  Obviously that is what we want to see.  It is very surprising to see that statement having 
seen the previous estimates of what would happen to emissions and concentrations, but we are 
proposing to rely on it.  I have to say, that the Mayor seems to have got off to a very poor start, 
because there are two ways to judge how concentrations have done compared to 2010: one is 
perhaps to look at the hourly standard, and the other is the annual mean standard.  The first 
indication is that the hourly standard has been breached in less than a week this year when it took 
two weeks to breach last year.  The Mayor has got quite a bit of work to do to ensure that that 
expectation that he has set is actually going to be achieved in the Western Extension area this year. 
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  It was worth reminding everyone about the NOx and airport 
issue; it is something which the Environment Committee is intending to go and research in next 
year’s programme, subject to budgets. 
 
Martin Powell (The Mayor’s Interim Environment Advisor):  I agree with Simon’s point that 
we need to collaborate, that all parties need to collaborate here, to help carry out these 14 policies 
that we are recommending that Defra fulfil; this is key.  We need some commitment from all of us 
to find the best approach to do that. 
 
In terms of the Western Extension, it was never designed as an air quality measure.  The elements 
within the Air Quality Strategy far exceed any impact that that would have.  The Mayor was elected 
on a promise to have a look at, and consult on the Western Extension and, in doing so, the 
outcome is its removal.  I cannot say any more, obviously because of the current action, than that. 
 
Yvonne Brown (Air Quality and Climate Change Manager, TfL):  The monitoring of the 
traffic impacts of the WEZ removal is ongoing, but clearly within the first couple of weeks of 
January 2011, given weather conditions and bank holidays, trying to compare that with similar 
patterns of traffic with different climate conditions over the past year and the start of last year; it 
will take a longer period of time before the impacts are fully understood; that will be later in the 
process. 
 
As Simon said, the impact assessment for the WEZ removal did indicate that there is a small 
increase in emissions.  The updated work which Simon did not refer to: showed around a 3.5% 
increase in terms of PM10 and around 2% to 3% in terms of NOx.  They are a small percentage 
increase in the relative terms of the WEZ area, and then within London as a whole.  Based on that 
assumption, comparing our assessments with and without a situation then those increases - in 
general terms and in terms of monitoring – they are unlikely to be discernable, given they are so 
small in the wider context.  
 
Peter Wright (Policy Manager (Planning), TfL):  If I could make just one quick point in 
response to Simon [Birkett]?  While recordings this year were different to last year, we did have 
heavy snow at the start of last year and also the bank holidays fall on different days.  Over a longer 
period of time we will have a better understanding of what the impacts of removal are - comparing 
like for like it is too early to say.   
 
Simon Birkett (Director, Campaign for Clean Air in London):  There are three monitoring 
stations in the WEZ area; one is at Cromwell Road.  The Government has written to me saying that 
it plans to remove that from its national network because it thinks it does not comply with the 
strict EU requirements.  I would ask this Committee to champion the keeping of that station so that 
we can see, online, what is actually going on in Knightsbridge, Cromwell Road and Kings Road. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Before we leave national action, can I just ask a very quick topical question?  
I think yesterday the House of Commons Environment Committee recommended that responsibility 
for environment as a topic, of which obviously air quality is one, should move from Defra to DECC 
because of the synergies with energy.  I wondered if the Mayor had a view, or whether the Mayor’s 



 

interim or permanent advisor was yet forming a view to help the Mayor form a view, on whether 
that is a good to do or a bad thing to do; because an intervention along those lines might help, 
given that we want action from central Government on this topic. 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  I would probably say two things:  one is 
that from personal experience within the GLA group, it is quite easy to detach energy from air 
quality, which is a mistake.  The second is that you need to think about them both in the round 
when you are adopting policies.  Anything that can fuse those two things together in terms of the 
thinking I would tend to support - I was not aware of that. 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  The other thing I would say is that quite 
a lot of the things that we are talking about in the Strategy, for example regarding government 
action, are not only about Defra.  I mean we are looking to Defra to help us have influence -- 
 
James Cleverly (AM):   We have kind of drifted into this but really I wanted to explore the inter-
relationship between local, regional and national government, whether we are enough masters of 
our own destiny in terms of what we can do, how much we need to rely on central government and 
local government to put these things in place.  Isabel you were in a bit of a flow, as to whether the 
balance is really right at the moment. 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  Maybe I will just give one illustration:  
we have said in the Strategy that we agree with a lot of what Simon was just saying about NOx and 
NO2, which is a much bigger issue than PM10 - just in terms of the scale of the problem, both 
breadth and depth - which is why one of the biggest things we have proposed in the Strategy is a 
Low Emission Zone (LEZ) 5.  One of the big issues with LEZ at the moment is it only ever was 
designed to tackle particulate matter, it was not designed to tackle NOx, although inadvertently it 
sort of does have an impact on it.   
 
This is about extending the LEZ standards to NOx and, ultimately, therefore having an impact on 
NO2.  In order to do that you need to have a certification system so that when somebody bolts 
something onto the back of their vehicle to comply, they know that it is actually going to work, 
and we know that it is going to work.  That obviously is not the kind of thing that we should be 
doing; that naturally would sit with central Government, and it has been quite difficult to get 
traction with it on this issue.  Why does it really matter?  It is not central to its policy making; it is 
central to our policy making.  It is a good example of where that disconnect has proven to be quite 
a hurdle in getting the LEZ 5 thinking progressing into delivery; it is an ongoing issue. 
 
It is not as if we can say, ‚here are things that Government can do on its own and here are things 
that we can do on our own‛. This is one great example where our action is totally contingent on its 
action.  We are all trying, but it is certainly far off from where it needs to be, in my view. 
 
Dr Sean Beevers (Senior Lecturer in Air Quality Modelling, KCL):  There should be an 
emphasis on using technology of that kind.  The obvious one for NOx would be using selective 
catalytic reduction (SCR).  While an SCR system would be applied to a fleet nationally it would not 
necessarily work at an urban level, and we have seen that within our work. 
 
James Cleverly (AM):  Could you explain what that is? 
 
Dr Sean Beevers (Senior Lecturer in Air Quality Modelling, KCL):  SCR stands for selective 
catalytic reduction.  It is a NOx-reducing device that you stick on the exhaust of a diesel vehicle, 
and they have to be optimised for urban areas. 
 
In London you would need a policy where you would fit a certain kind of SCR that is optimised to 
work in urban areas, which may not actually be the SCR that people might want to fit at national 
level.  There is already an example of that.  A lot of the new articulated vehicles for instance have 



 

SCR and they work nationally because they spend most of their times on motorways.  Whereas, 
when they enter urban areas there is some doubt as to whether they work because the temperature 
drops in them, and they are optimised for a very narrow temperature band, so when they move 
slowly they stop working quite as well, so you do not get the benefit.  In that case there is 
obviously a need for a very much localised version of a national policy.  That is the way that would 
work. 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  Every city will be in the same situation, 
and because on NO2 we have got violations across the country in urban areas, we would not want a 
London standard a Birmingham standard, or a Manchester standard etc. 
 
Dr Sean Beevers (Senior Lecturer in Air Quality Modelling, KCL):  No, you would have an 
urban standard. 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  That is the key issue, because if the 
Government maintains an approach which is, let a thousand flowers bloom, every city can have a 
LEZ, they should all just go ahead and create them, but every city has its own LEZ standard, clearly 
that is not going to work for anybody.  That is the issue for us.  We are very happy to have an 
urban standard but it cannot be different in the different urban areas. 
 
James Cleverly (AM):  Talking about the whole thousand flowers blooming, is there an inherent 
contradiction between the Government’s desire to have more decision making decentralised, have 
local authorities being more in control of their own decision making and then trying to get 
consistency across this Simon ? 
 
Simon Birkett (Director, Campaign for Clean Air in London):  James, I think that is a very 
good point.  I represent a cross-party campaign.  I fear that the ‘Big Society’ approach is more 
about passing responsibility to people, and cost cutting in the centre, and that what you end up 
with is people at the periphery, or at the local level - and I do not mean the local level is the 
periphery, but people away from central Government.  Those people have got the responsibility, 
have no resources, no authority, and you end up with a complete shambles. 
 
There are certain things which, as Isabel and others have said, that are much better done, more 
efficiently done achieving economies of scale, at a national level.  We really do need the 
Department of Transport to be tackling this.  We need also to be tackling other issues like boilers:  
the Boiler Scrappage scheme was very successful.  That is the sort of thing that we need on a large 
scale:  it requires help from the Treasury and so on.  I think we really do need to get this right. 
 
James Cleverly (AM):  This takes us, in something of a loop, back to the conversations we had 
right at the beginning with regard to where the burden of fines would potentially fall.  We have 14 
recommendations for central Government, and I know answers often are not as binary as the one I 
am going to put to you: are we going to be able to realistically get to where we need to get 
without the implementation of those recommendations by central Government? 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  We certainly cannot get there; the 
Strategy is very clear about that.  That is why we are very hopeful that the NO2 action plan is going 
to deliver what it needs to deliver from our standpoint.  That is why we are putting effort into 
working with Defra on that, because that is their overall plan for compliance across the UK, which 
of course by definition would include London.  That is the process that we are relying on to deliver 
what we need from Government.  
 
James Cleverly (AM):  Obviously this Strategy and the work on it has straddled both the tail end 
of the last Government and the beginning months of the current Government.  I am not trying to 
draw you into a party political point - we will take ‚the Government‛ as being both what it was and 



 

what it is - do you think Government has got its head around what it needs to do to enable London 
to do what is in the Strategy? 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  I think we are hoping that the exercise 
of doing the NO2 action plan, for example, will highlight that across Government. 
 
James Cleverly (AM):  Very diplomatic. 
 
Martin Powell (The Mayor’s Interim Environment Advisor):  To pick up the previous point: I 
think a greater collaboration at any level between the energy functions and the air quality 
functions would be a huge benefit to tackling this issue across the UK. 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  Regarding the role of local government and working in the other direction.  
Isabel, can I ask you: what is the mechanism for working with local government to implement the 
Strategy, because London Councils have clearly expressed some concerns that they do not feel that 
there is enough of a commitment to detail here. They are saying, they would like to see, at the very 
least, in their words, ‚A commitment to develop an action plan‛ to work with the boroughs.  I am 
sure they are not asking you to order them around and tell them what to do because they were 
always very unhappy about that in the past, but they clearly need some sort of guidance.  
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  There is a huge amount of work going 
on on the ground with the boroughs, so an action plan would probably just an account of what is 
happening, but one could certainly look at that.  I am actually going to ask Simon to talk about it 
because he has very close working relationships with the officers in the boroughs. 
 
Simon Cousins (Environment Programme Officer, GLA):  I talk to officers at boroughs almost 
every day on several levels.  In the formal process, the local implementation plan process, the new 
guidance, which Peter [Wright] was talking about earlier, that actually includes requirements for air 
quality officers and transport officers to work more closely together in the boroughs.  That is 
actually enabling transport and air quality to be joined up together in the way we want to happen 
more nationally as well.  
 
TfL has its work through the sub-regional transport plan process with boroughs, and it will be 
working with boroughs on the hotspots and priority locations.  It has got a toolkit to help 
boroughs.  We are going to be working with individual boroughs on individual locations. 
 
There is the formal statutory local air quality management process.  The Mayor is a statutory 
consultee on all documents.  You talk about action plans:  every single borough has an action plan 
for either PM10 or NO2 or both.  We work very closely on spreading best practice, we give advice to 
boroughs on all of those, we hold very regular workshops on measures that can be taken, so we do 
actually contribute to action plans already. 
 
On the planning side, we have not discussed planning yet, but obviously planning is very important 
for reducing emissions from new developments.  The commitment in the Strategy is we will be 
developing a checklist to help boroughs actually decide what they need to look at when 
considering planning applications and we will also be providing advice on supplementary planning 
documents for boroughs. 
 
Finally, a very important element of the work we do to help boroughs is that we publish the 
London Atmospheric Emissions Inventory, which is the Bible, if you like, for data which underpins 
all local air quality management processes.  We have a huge amount to do with boroughs and work 
very closely with them. 
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  You have told us the strategies.  For example there is one 
monitoring station on Horn Lane in Acton which has been arousing a lot of attention, and rightly 



 

so.  There are clearly some local factors as well as regional factors.  What is being done there to 
deal with the issue of exceedances?  There have been ninety one in the last year for example. 
 
Simon Cousins (Environment Programme Officer, GLA):  I am not entirely sure what the 
cause of the exceedances is at that particular location. 
 
Yvonne Brown (Air Quality and Climate Change Manager, TfL):  It is the waste site. 
 
Simon Cousins (Environment Programme Officer, GLA):  Is it the waste site?  That then is 
one of the ways where we need to work very closely with the Environment Agency, with Defra and 
with the borough to actually identify what the problems are, and we need to really come up with a 
collaborative approach.  It is not quite as easy as perhaps some of the road transport problems 
because they are more in our gift to make the changes, to implement policies, but we do need to 
look at the particular problems, and we do more and more look at particular sorts of source 
apportionment at these locations and suggest targeted solutions. 
 
Isabel Dedring (The Mayor’s Environment Advisor):  Certainly in the past we have had 
contact with the borough, and then we will call the Environment Agency and Defra about a 
particular site.  Even if it is not something we can do anything about we can certainly put pressure 
on the agencies that we feel should be looking after the problem.  That is the kind of thing we 
have done in the past at those kinds of sites. 
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Just coming to Horn Lane, it is quite clear there are planning 
issues that the local authority can deal with, the Environment Agency can deal with the waste 
management side, but clearly TfL could do something about the road issues.  That is the thing 
which I think the discussion in the House of Commons was asking for when Angie Bray brought it 
up before Christmas.  That is a very good instance where, at three levels, we can work together to 
solve that particular problem in Acton. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  I will take that as an example of the way forward.  We must conclude 
the questioning there.  Thank you.  It has been really useful to have this update.  There are 
certainly key things to note there.  
 
It has come out of this session that, whether we meet the EU targets or not, as King’s College has 
pointed out, they are significantly below the World Health Organisation targets on PM10s, so that is 
clearly a key point.  Also on NO2, while the targets are more closely aligned, as has been made clear 
around the table, the targets are much more challenging for us to get there.  It is much more of a 
challenge and there is some huge work to be done in terms of getting London’s air clean and 
avoiding fines and avoiding unnecessary deaths - we have got some serious work to do! 
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