
 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

Appendix 1 

Environment Committee – 11 July 2013 

 

Transcript of Item 5: Mayoral Air Pollution Policies 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Now we can move to our main item of business, the Mayoral air 

pollution policies announced in February this year. 

 

Can I welcome our guests today; Matthew Pencharz, the Mayoral Adviser for Environment and 

Political Affairs; Michèle Dix, Managing Director of Planning at Transport for London (TfL) and 

Elliott Treharne, Air Quality Manager at the Greater London Authority (GLA).  Thank you very 

much for coming along this morning. 

 

Can I ask if you could outline briefly the proposed Ultra Low Emissions Zone (ULEZ) scheme, 

now that a feasibility study has been done? 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  Thanks for 

inviting us here today.  Thank you also for waiting until we actually have something new to 

discuss.  I hope you have all had a chance to look at the paper that we submitted to the 

Committee.  My colleagues can go into more technical detail but I think it is useful to set out 

some of the broader narrative around what we are doing in terms of London’s air quality.  It is a 

challenge, we all know that, but a challenge that we need to meet.  There is a human health 

impact and a cost to the business and reputation of London if we do not improve our air quality 

and be seen to be improving it. 

 

Our air is part of our city’s quality of life, and quality of life is one of the reasons why people 

choose to live here and companies choose to invest here.  If we can improve our air quality we 

improve our international offer and the likelihood of attracting new investment.  However, the 

failure of the European Union (EU) standards to deliver the emission savings expected and the 

rapid dieselisation of the car fleet has not made meeting this challenge any easier.  It is much 

tougher than we had thought just a few years ago.  That is why the Mayor has done a huge 

amount, at no small expense for both private and public sector coffers, to address it. 

 

In the last term he brought in the first ever age limit on black cabs [London Hackney Carriages] 

and private hire vehicles and that has retired around 3,000 of the most polluting vehicles since it 

came in last year.  We have cleaner buses with 450 hybrids already on the streets and newer and 

tighter standards for the Low Emission Zone which is the largest of its type in the world.  We are 

using a planning system to reduce emissions from new developments, and also fitting in energy 

efficient appliances to over 60,000 homes, saving tons of nitrogen oxides (NOx). 

 

We published yesterday the Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy update, which shows these measures 

together have led to a 15% reduction in emissions of particulate matter (PM) and a 20% 

reduction in emissions of NOx.  Also the updated London Air Emissions inventory, which 

Michèle will be talking about later on. 

 



 

 

We know that although we are complying with PM limits, we are some way to complying for 

nitrogen dioxide (NO2).  This term the Mayor is building on the last term’s progress.  All our 

buses by 2015 will meet a minimum Euro 4 standard with retiring our remaining Euro 3 and 

replacing them with 900 new ultra low emission Euro 6 buses.  This does not come for free, that 

is £18 million of tax and fare-payer’s money.  There will be 600 New Buses for London by 2016 

and among the 1,700 hybrids by the end of this Mayoral term. 

 

Our building retrofit programmes are picking up speed now with an additional 30,000 homes 

being retrofitted, refits supporting the retrofit of 400 public sector buildings and a new schools 

retrofit programme, which is reducing the emissions and saving lots of money in 200 schools.  

We have tightened the requirements for those who benefit from the environmental discount for 

the condition charge, which obviously Kit [Malthouse] referred to earlier, closing down the 

Green and Vehicle Discount and creating a new Ultra Low Emissions Discount, helping tackling 

dieselisation. 

 

The Mayor’s Air Quality Fund, the administered fund for boroughs has come up with innovative 

ideas which will match fund from the borough effective measures to address air quality in 

localised areas.  We have allocated £5.4 million of funding to deliver schemes such as the Barts 

Health NHS Trust Cleaner Air Project, which includes the City of London, Newham, Tower 

Hamlets and Waltham Forest councils, to work together with surgeries and health care 

professionals to train staff and enable them to communicate key air quality messages to people 

they come in contact with.  Another one, where Hillingdon and Hounslow Councils have been 

allocated funding to design and implement area-wide schemes to encourage the uptake of low 

and zero-emission transport modes, such as walking, cycling and electric cars.  There are many, 

many more with every borough in London covered. 

 

In February, as you referred to, Chair, the Mayor announced his intention that by 2020 there will 

be an Ultra Low Emission Zone in central London.  It was a taster of the 2020 Vision that was 

published last month. 

 

The Mayor has said over and over again, but I think it is worth reiterating, that he genuinely 

wants to build a consensus around the 2020 Vision.  The Olympics showed that when there is 

consensus across political parties and across the wider society what can be done, similarly with 

Crossrail 2.  The former Mayor got London Crossrail in the first place and the current one saved 

it.  We should not under-estimate how under threat it was when the current Government came 

to power.  Both Mayors were able to do this because they were backed by that carefully built 

broad consensus.  In the 2020 Vision we want to build a similar consensus of how London can 

meet the challenges of its astounding demographic pressure. 

 

The Mayor’s proposal for the Ultra Low Emission Zone fits into that narrative.  We want to hear 

what stakeholders have to say, that is business, the automotive industry, air quality campaigners 

such as Simon [Birkett, Founder, Clean Air in London campaign], who is in the audience, 

London boroughs, and of course this Committee.  What do you think can be realistically 

delivered in seven years?  What qualifies as ultra low?  Of course we realised that opinions are 

likely to differ, even on this Committee.  There are those who would like us to go harder and 



 

 

faster, whereas there are those who are more sceptical as to how much compliance cost, or cost 

to the tax and fare-payer that Londoners can bear. 

 

Final delivery of the Ultra Low Emission Zone is beyond this Mayor’s term, but we intend to 

complete the consultations necessary and get the mechanisms in place before the May 2016 

election, so residents, industry and boroughs and other stakeholders have certainty on where 

London is going.  We want to make this as consensual as possible, so we are on a clear 

trajectory for the ultra low emission vehicles (ULEVs), it does not get dragged into the next 

Mayoral election and so it gives all stakeholders that certainty on how London is going to 

address air quality. 

 

Finally I should just say in the conversations with the Mayor on the ULEZ, he has made it quite 

clear to us that he will not be happy just with a moderately accelerated business as usual.  He 

wants more than just a nudge to our low emission future.  He sees the benefits of the ULEVs in 

not just addressing our air quality challenge but also climate change and stimulating the zero 

and ultra-low automotive industry, where there is currently, I think we can all agree, although it 

is getting better, a disappointing amount of choice and take up among motorists.  Thank you. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Thank you, Matthew, for the opening statement and for the 

summary numbers.  Just if you want to see that, that is the copy of what was issued yesterday, 

which Matthew referred to. 

 

You partly began answering this, Matthew, but I will say it anyway, and let’s get the response 

more fully recorded.  Why is it taking so long to develop and implement?  The Mayor probably 

will not be here in 2020.  You have talked about consultation but surely more could be done 

earlier. 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  I think it is fair 

to give residents and businesses enough time to get ready for this.  We have not yet decided 

where to draw the lines on what is ultra low.  This is what this conversation and wider 

conversations with stakeholders will be, particularly to give people quite a long time for vehicle 

turnover and the technology to come forward.  Euro 6 vehicles only actually hit the road at the 

beginning of next year and the whole legal processes take time in their own right.  We will give 

final options to the Mayor towards the end of this year and then go to consultation next year.  

That takes its time, and then you have got six years for everybody to be ready for what is to 

come in 2020.  I think we have to be reasonable, and this is what the Mayor has constantly said 

when it comes to addressing this.  This is a very serious problem but we need to bring wider 

society with us as we push the boundaries. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  As you know, we have had the Supreme Court judgment as well, 

since the February announcement, but that will be covered by other colleagues. 

 

The other interesting thing about the Mayor’s announcement in February, it wasn’t done with a 

feasibility study.  Would that have made your life easier if it was announced after the feasibility 

study was done? 

 



 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  Since the 

Mayor was re-elected last year, we have spent some time working out how to push on the 

agenda for this term.  I think it has become clearer, even just since May last year, because there 

is a regulatory failure with the Euro engine standard and the dieselisation, how the challenge is 

much greater than just two years ago, when the air quality strategy was originally published.  In 

that thinking, since the Mayor was re-elected, he took the view that we needed step change 

both to accelerate the uptake of ultra low emission vehicles, but also to address inner London’s 

air quality. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  If I could add to that.  We have been 

looking at the air quality issues; we have been looking particularly at the mono-nitrogen oxide 

NOx issues, as Matthew has indicated.  We have made great progress in terms of reducing 

particulate matter but we have a problem in terms of NOx.  Work was done, certainly last 

summer, looking at the projections of air quality and recognising that certainly in central 

London, where you have got high, high levels of pollution and you have got high levels of 

people, something more needed to be done to address those problems.  We had been doing 

things over the past ten years trying to actively encourage the uptake of certain vehicle types to 

reduce CO2 emissions and to reduce air quality emissions. However, because the gap in terms of 

us meeting the EU NOx1 was growing, something more radical needed to be done.  The Mayor’s 

announcement was not an announcement out of the blue, it was an announcement that was 

consistent with if we were going to address the NOx2 EU limit, something more radical than we 

had considered previously would have to be considered. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  The distinct impression was that it was announced without the Mayor 

knowing the details.  That is the popular perception, I would suggest, and now you have been 

trying to put things in place subsequently.  That is what I am trying to get to, whether that 

would have helped your life if that was announced after the feasibility had been done.  It 

probably would have been a better way of making sure the announcement fell into line with 

what you as officers will have to deliver. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  We as officers have now looked in more 

detail in terms of what could be delivered, in terms of what an Ultra Low Emission Zone could 

look like.  As Matthew says, we will be consulting and talking to people about shaping that.  We 

have looked at where an Ultra Low Emission Zone could apply, where you have got highest 

levels of concentration and the biggest problems.  We have looked at what times of day it could 

cover, on the basis of certain times of day you have got higher levels of concentration, certainly 

during the working day, than you have outside of the normal working hours.  We have looked at 

what vehicles it should apply to, recognising all the different sources of emissions.  We have 

looked at what sort of standards should be applied.  The first starting point is what would one 

classify as ultra low?  In classifying that there are three issues.  First of all is the standard you 

decide to look at.  Is it going to be effective in reducing the emissions, the levels required, but 

importantly is it feasible, i.e. are those vehicles available, are they on the market, are they 

affordable and, therefore, importantly, will it be acceptable to impose certain restrictions on 

                                                 
1 Following the meeting, M. Dix requested that the reference to NOx be amended to NO2. 
2 Ibid 



 

 

people, because there will be compliance costs against individuals in complying with any sort of 

standards that we set. 

 

We had to consider all of those factors., In developing the actual proposals for an Ultra Low 

Emission Zone it was not simply looking at standard steps for vehicle types but looking at a 

whole range of policy measures to see if we could help reduce the overall pollution levels, be it 

looking at different ways in which we could conduct our freight delivery businesses with more 

consolidation centres, looking at even more measures to promote walking and cycling.  A whole 

range of measures as well as some blanket measures that said, “What if all vehicles were this 

standard?  What if all vehicles were this standard?” etc.  It is that work that has helped guide us 

in determining what sort of packages we should concentrate on in looking in more detail and 

engaging stakeholders in trying to understand in more detail the feasibility of those packages 

and acceptability of those packages. 

 

Of the work that we have done to date, we have identified three broad packages: a moderate 

package, which is more ambitious than business as usual, i.e. what is in our business plan; a high 

package and a very high package.  The very high package largely assumes many vehicles would 

need to be zero emission but not all vehicles, not all day long and not seven days a week.  

Whereas the high package largely assumes that vehicles would be Euro 6 standard, but again 

with some variance on whether or not that would apply all day long, whether or not there is 

some specific CO2 standards added to that Euro 6 standard and whether or not some vehicles 

should in fact be zero emission by that date.  Similarly, for the moderate package it is looking to 

assume some vehicles would be Euro 6 but other vehicles you would be applying the highest 

CO2 standard, over and above what is there at the present.  It is trying to develop a range of 

packages that start off being more acceptable and feasible to those that become a little bit 

more challenging, but largely understanding the effectiveness of those three packages. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Thank you very much, Michèle.  Andrew [Dismore] will go into this, 

but can I just one question there before I hand it over the Andrew?  This is focussed essentially 

in central London, so what work has been done with the central London authorities, given that 

Camden, Westminster and the City of London did write to the Mayor with certain proposals on 

the fifth phase of the Ultra Low Emission Zone to include PM 2.5s as well as flat carbon? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  There has been officer engagement.    

We have been trying to scope the [Ultra] Low Emission Zone in more detail so we can 

concentrate on having discussions on the basis of these packages and these proposals, to get 

feedback as to whether or not these are the right three packages to take forward.  Knowing, as I 

say, the very high one is going to be the most effective but can you actually deliver it and what 

are the costs of compliance that are going to fall on individuals.  What we wanted to do is to 

make sure that we understood the effectiveness of those.  We have done more detailed 

modelling on those three broad packages to understand how effective they would be in 

reducing PM 10s and NOx and that is the start of our proper engagement, so people can 

feedback on saying, “Well, I don’t like this.  That’s going to be a problem”.  We also have to do 

some more detailed survey work to understand people’s responses to these proposals.  If you 

decide you are going to put in a measure which says, “If you want to enter this area you can 

only enter this area if you’re a certain vehicle type, or you have a restriction which says you can 



 

 

only enter this area if you’re a certain vehicle type between these hours of operation” then 

people’s response to that would be different.  Someone might decide, “OK, I’ll buy a new 

vehicle”, someone might decide, “OK, I’ll change the time of day I come into this area”, some 

people might respond to say, “OK, I’ll go somewhere else” and that work has to be done still. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  I understand officers will be obviously exchanging understanding 

between the authorities.  I just wondered whether there has been sign off by the City of 

Westminster, London Borough of Camden and City of London, because all three go together 

across the pitch, Labour and Tory and the City of London, which is a unique alliance on this 

front to deal with poor air quality in central London.  I thought it was quite a lot of foresight on 

their part to put some of those proposals to the Mayor direct very early in his term. 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  We certainly 

intend to bring all the central London boroughs along with this because it is going to affect 

their residents and their business.  I have written to all the lead cabinet members and I am sure 

in due course there will be a series of meetings with those councillors and their officials on how 

to bring this forward as part of the stakeholder engagement.  We are not going to get very far 

with this if we are fighting all the local authorities, so we are going to obviously bring them with 

us and we do intend to meet them. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  Can I ask some detailed questions about these proposals?  I want to 

start with the proposed boundary or extent of the new zone, which I understand is going to be 

the existing Congestion Charge Zone, is that correct? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  That is a proposal.  These things are not 

set in stone.   

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  OK, well let me probe that further then, because there are large parts 

of London which are heavily polluted, which are outside the zone.  We can start with Camden, 

for example the Euston Road, which is one of the most polluted roads in London.  If HS2 goes 

ahead it will be even more polluted, and if the restrictions go to the Congestion Charge Zone 

(CCZ) then what will happen is that vehicles which might presently go through the Zone and 

pay their congestion charge will use the routes around the Zone, which are outside the Zone to 

keep the traffic moving.  You could envisage the consequence of this, intended or otherwise, 

will be potentially to increase pollution on the Euston Road. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  It was the same concern that was raised 

when we brought in the congestion charge.  As you know, quite a lot of the vehicles that are 

entering the CCZ are coming from outside of the area.  If they then become clean in order to 

enter the area they are part of that vehicle fleet that is on the outside of the area as well. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  Fine, but the point I am making is that we know that Euston Road is 

one of the most polluted roads in London and it is outside the Zone, similarly around Camden 

Town.  If we go into the suburbs, north circular, for example around Brent Cross, one of the 

most polluted areas in London.  If you look at your little map you have got a great yellow blob 



 

 

for Heathrow and you have got a long thin yellow streak which is, I presume the A41, A5, A1, 

M1 concentration going out through Barnet. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  Yes. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  That is going to be excluded.  Why is it that people in central London 

are going to be benefitting from the Zone, whereas those in outer London can breathe as much 

fumes as they are required to breathe as a consequence of them not being included? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  Can I say that the ULEZ is just one area 

within what is called the Mayor’s Air Quality and Vehicle Emissions Action Plan, because there 

are a whole load of things that we are looking at that cover the whole of the area.  You can see 

the yellow area around Heathrow and you can see that there are yellow areas around some of 

the main roads around London.  ULEZ is just one measure within that package of measures.  It 

happens to be the one measure that we are talking about and concentrating on today.  As I 

said, we have identified from an effectiveness point of view, in terms of reducing emissions 

within an area, these three broad packages, but we now need to do much more detailed 

modelling work to understand what the effects of those packages will be.  If, as I said, we find 

out from people that if you impose these limits, the response to them is that everyone confirms 

then you will get a cleaner fleet on the outside of the area.  If, however, people respond and 

say, “Oh I’m not going to go in that area, I’m going to go around” then that will give rise to 

whether or not there are issues on the boundary routes.  That is part of this more detailed 

modelling work that we need to undertake, and to recognise that there will then be mitigation 

measures required to address that.  This is not about making central London better and 

forgetting the rest of the area.  We are very mindful of the fact that there are problems across 

the area.  There is something like 187 focus areas across London that we are concerned about 

that we need to address.  The Mayor’s Air Quality Action Plan is considering all of those. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  Would you consider, for example, some localised extensions?  I mean 

this is talking about Heathrow, but not just Heathrow, more generally. I am just asking about 

what the possibilities are. I raised Camden Town for example. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  We are considering everywhere in terms 

of what needs to be done, but I am saying for the purposes of this particular Ultra Low Emission 

Zone we have said that the largest concentration of problems is in the central area.  There is a 

large level of people exposure in the central area.  You have got over 1 million commuters 

coming in every day, you have got over 2 million visitors there every day.  There is a problem 

there, so we want to understand whether this particular proposal would be effective in solving 

that, but not at the expense of creating any problems anywhere else, and certainly not without 

looking at those other problems as well. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  Can we talk about the types of vehicles?  I understand there are not 

going to be any exceptions for types of vehicles, is that right? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  What we have said is that will look at all 

types of vehicles and that standards that would apply to different types of vehicles by what is 



 

 

likely to be more readily available for those vehicles to move to by 2020.  When we do the more 

detailed work, if we conclude that actually certain sorts of users may or may not need to be 

considered for an exemption, then we will consider that, but the starting point is to assume no, 

that what we are trying to do is make this as effective as possible.  If the costs are huge in terms 

of compliance and the acceptability is low we have to, through talking to stakeholders and 

others, understand how we respond to that. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  We will not see special pleading for any of the GLA group? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  We would hope the GLA group cleans up 

as well.  Certainly, as you know, we are doing what we can to clean up our buses and clean up 

our taxis, to clean up our own fleet. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  We will not have special rules for TfL buses as opposed to tour 

buses? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  We want to ensure that TfL buses are the 

cleanest buses. 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  Sorry to 

interrupt.  It is worth saying that the Mayor, specifically when he announced this policy, that all 

central London buses would be hybrid by this scheme coming in. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  If we look at the fire brigade fleet, for example - if there is any left by 

then - at the moment I think we are going to end up with about 120 pumping appliances and 

probably about 150 heavy goods vehicles (HGVs), so the fire brigade fleet will probably do a 

little bit more than that.  The fleet is due for replacement by then.  Of course the contract 

collapsed because of the AssetCo problems and it seems to be still pretty well in the air what is 

going to be happen, but the fleet will have been replaced by then.  Are we going to be sure that 

the fire brigade fleet will meet these criteria? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  As we did for the Low Emission Zone 

(LEZ) when we first introduced that, we start off with an assumption that everyone has to 

comply.  It is only if there are special circumstances in which there is not a means of making that 

vehicle comply, or there is a vehicle available on the market that they can buy for which they 

can comply, then we would have to consider whether or not we could impose that restriction. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  So they may be exempted? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  We are starting off on the assumption 

that no one is, but doing detailed work will have to consider whether it is practical to impose 

that restriction. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  What about the Metropolitan Police fleet? 

 



 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  It is the same starting position.  If you 

look at the Low Emission Zone itself there are very, very few vehicles that are actually exempt. 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  The Mayor has 

written to Sir Bernard [Hogan-Howe, Commissioner of the London Metropolitan Police] and to 

Ron Dobson [Commissioner of the London Fire Brigade] along these lines, explaining that the 

ULEZ is coming and if they are doing their fleet renewal they should very much bear in mind the 

work that we are doing. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  I hope that is the case, but what I am concerned about is that we do 

not end up with a special pleading for the GLA, compared to commercial operations elsewhere.  

I think the same rules have to apply for everybody and that may be what you are saying. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  Let us say for the Low Emission Zone 

everyone complies except some very, very few vehicles which have made a very strong case that 

they have not got an option available. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  Can I then ask about the hours of operation?  What exactly are we 

talking about, the same as the Congestion Charge hours? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  What we are saying is that we are looking 

at different lengths of hours of operation.  For instance, if you broadly looked at applying a zero 

emission standard, say Monday to Friday 7.00am to 6.00pm, the level of emission reduction you 

would get with that standard would be the same as saying, “Well let’s have Euro 6 seven days a 

week, 24 hours a day” so there is a trade-off.  Do you want to apply something that lasts all 

day, seven days a week, or do you want to apply something that last for a narrower period of 

time and allows people some choices.  We are going to look at a period of time over the day, 

Monday to Friday, versus 24-hour, seven-days a week options, to understand how effective 

they will be, how acceptable they will be to people. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  Looking at the chart you have produced.  I think this came from you.  

The chart at the back shows that 24/7 is right at the right-hand side, zero emissions. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  Yes. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  What is the benefit of not having 24/7 as opposed to reduced hours? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  The benefit of not having 24/7, if you 

said, “Right, everyone has to be zero emission by 2020 -- 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  To come within your zone? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  To come within that area, then a lot of 

people would not be able to comply without huge costs being borne by them as individuals or 

them as businesses.  We have to weight up the pros and cons of those compliance costs and the 

costs versus the actual benefits. 



 

 

 

If you said 24/7 zero emissions gives you the panacea but actually it is going to impose huge 

costs on people then you can say, actually instead of that have a window where the actual 

concentrations are greatest during the working day 7.00am to 6.00pm.  That would give you 

significant benefits but still allow people some sort of choice.  These are the trade-offs that 

need to be made. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  What is the timetable for coming up with answers to these things? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  At the end of the year we are due to 

come back. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  This is for Mr Pencharz.  This report from TfL does paint a sort 

of good news story.  In your opening remarks you mentioned being compliant.  Could you just 

clarify for us, is London within legal limits? 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  We are in legal 

limits for PM, as was reported a few years ago.  Nitrogen dioxide, as we all know is a problem 

and will continue to be a problem for quite a while in London.  We are not alone with this, as 

the Committee knows.  I said this last year that I think 23 out of 25 European countries have 

problems.  Other big cities and small towns like the one I always name which is Bradford-on-

Avon.  It is not just our problem, it is a problem, it is a problem across Europe. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  Yes, we are particularly interested in London, because we 

represent London, so if you could limit your remarks to London that would be great. 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  I think it is 

worth putting it in some sort of context.  We are not one kind of evil black spot across Europe.  

It is a United Kingdom-wide and European-wide problem which the Mayor is seeking to address.  

You are right in saying that we are not complying with nitrogen dioxide and our schedule of 

compliance is far too far in the future, which is one of the reasons why the Mayor has put 

forward the package of measures and the ULEZ proposal. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  The Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs 

(Defra) actually says that we will not meet our nitrogen dioxide limit until 2025.  That is very 

worrying.  Do you have some targets, some milestones before then?  You have your Ultra Low 

Emission Zone; you have your Air Quality Emission Action Plans.  Do you have some dates by 

which you are expecting to be reducing air pollution? 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  We do not 

have set targets in that way.  I think we would like to bring it forward from 2025, but until we 

have completed much of the feasibility work on this, we are not going to know exactly what the 

expected savings will be until that is done and we put those proposals out there. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  This has been a problem for a long time.  This has been a problem since it 

was highlighted by this Assembly in 2000.  The previous Mayor took his time about it, and now 



 

 

this Mayor has been dragging his feet about it.  It would be a good idea to have some quite 

tight targets, don’t you think? 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser, Environment and Political Affairs):  I would not 

accept the fact that the current Mayor is dragging his feet.  The current Mayor has done a very 

serious, ambitious package of measures which do have compliance cost and do have costs to the 

tax and fare-payers.  None of this is for free.  He has been as ambitious as you reasonably can 

be, so I do not think I would accept your point there. 

 

When it comes to nitrogen dioxide, you are absolutely right, it is a problem.  As I said in my 

opening remarks, meeting the challenge has been made no easier by the unintended 

consequences of Vehicle Excise Duty policy and the fact that the Euro standards did not deliver 

the savings that we had expected it to do.  However, these are all problems we have to face and 

this is where the new package of measures and the ULEZ we hope will address them. 

 

Navin Shah (AM):  The Mayor’s 2020 Vision quite rightly puts a lot of emphasis on economic 

regeneration, together with homes and so on.  When you look at the high priority he is giving 

on, for example, opportunity areas, you have got Park Royal regeneration; Andrew [Dismore] 

mentioned his patch with Brent Cross and so on.  In outer London areas, as it is, they are 

precious.  I have got statistics here about poor air quality, not only in Barnet, you have Brent, 

you have Harrow etc and this is something I can tell from local knowledge.  So as it is, you have 

got strong examples in outer London areas of very poor air quality with greater regeneration in 

the plans ahead that we are looking at.  Surely there is a very strong case to do some serious 

modelling work for outer London areas as well, as much as the case for central London itself.  I 

just want to plead that this is an area which we cannot ignore and there is need for priority and 

urgency. 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser, Environment and Political Affairs):  I think you are 

right very much to point out about the potential that the regeneration of some of these areas 

can do when it comes to actually improving air quality. If you have got the Cricklewood area, or 

in your patch, Park Royal, we are doing major development.  The London Plan is very good 

when it comes to air-quality neutral developments, so that what goes there, what replaces will 

be better than what went there before.  Equally, the development, the infrastructure put in will 

be far more electric vehicle-friendly, so the charge points will be there.  You will not have the 

concern that some consumers have about ability to recharge their vehicle.  There is real 

potential that regeneration opportunities will actually address the air-quality problems that 

some of these areas have because of lots of the road and rail infrastructure nearby.  When it 

comes to modelling, I do not know if Michelle can answer that. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  We have been modelling them and we 

are aware that there are issues.  As you will be aware, the Roads Task Force, which was launched 

yesterday, there is a task force report.  TfL’s response acknowledges that on some of the 

arterials and bigger roads in outer London, there is a lot of traffic, there is congestion.  That 

congestion gives rise to vehicle emissions.  There are problems in those locations, as is indicated 

in the London Atmospheric Inventory database.  We will seek to address those through our 



 

 

work, whether it is looking at Ultra Low Emission Zone or whether it is looking at other 

mitigation measures that we can consider, but they are all acknowledged. 

 

Navin Shah (AM):  Just a small comment, Chair.  My concern is that fine, we will say that in 

the future large chunks of regeneration etc would be based on sustainable models, transport 

and so on.  However, in reality, you have not only got existing problems which are severe 

enough to demand a serious look at improving the air quality, but when you actually look in-

depth at some of the regeneration projects like Brent Cross, Cricklewood being promoted, they 

are not quite based on sustainable transport.  They are encouraging even further car use, less 

public transport.  That is where we are storing up serious problems.  It is something I would like 

us to be mindful of and do something about it in the short and long term. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  I am getting the distinct impression this morning that the 

ambition for this zone has been seriously watered down since the Mayor first announced it with 

fanfare back in February this year.  In particular the idea that the threshold is simply going to be 

set at what is, in effect, just any diesel vehicle less than about six or seven years old will be 

compliant.  That is certainly not the impression that the Mayor gave back in February when he 

announced the zone, and it is not the impression actually that he gave as recently as May, when 

I asked him at Mayor’s Question Time whether, for instance, diesel buses and HGVs would be 

compliant.  Talking in particular about the new bus for London, which would be Euro 6 

compliant from 1 January, he said at the time, 

 

“I think it unlikely that it would be compliant by 2020.  It is going to be very difficult for 

heavy goods vehicles to be compliant by 2020.” 

 

I am quoting Boris Johnson [Mayor of London].  He was giving the impression that the 

threshold for this zone would be significantly higher - in other words lower pollution - than the 

minimum Euro 6 standards which came in from 1 January this year and by 2020 obviously will 

be six years in place.  What has changed? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  Nothing has changed.  Absolutely 

nothing has changed, in the sense that the Mayor is looking at a very high ambition, which is 

that you would have largely zero-emission vehicles entering the zone by 2020.  What we will 

have to do is to look to see if that is feasible, i.e. of all the different vehicle types, will there be 

enough zero-emission vehicles available on the market for people to be able to buy?  Where 

there are, we would actively encourage them, and where there are not, then it is recognising 

that perhaps for some vehicle types, you would need to have modification to that.  There is a 

very high package that we are looking at which reflects that ambition.  We are also looking at 

two other packages which are not the very high one, but are more feasible and more acceptable.  

What we have to do through engagement with yourselves, with stakeholders, with the industry 

is understand what can actually realistically be delivered to bring about those reductions by 

2020. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  You are telling us today that you are looking at a zone with 

no exemptions that is going to have a standard threshold at Euro 6 level.  In May, the Mayor 

was saying that buses and HGVs would not be compliant.  I asked him, “Would diesel buses be 



 

 

exempt from the restrictions?” and he said, “Yes”.  He was talking about a zone with much 

stricter thresholds for pollution but with exemptions for HGVs and buses.  Now you are talking 

about a different zone, which it has no exemptions but a much lower bar to jump.  That strikes 

me that maybe the Mayor was off-message in May, maybe he did not know what it was that he 

was proposing, but he gave a very clear impression of a different type of zone than the one you 

are talking about this morning. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  No, what I am talking about is we are 

looking at three different packages, and one package, the very high package, is assuming that 

vehicles would be zero emission, i.e. they would have no emissions, that there would be electric 

vehicles and they would be operating in the zone at that level.  Not every vehicle type will be 

available for zero emission.  There will be HGV vehicles that could be zero emissions, there will 

be buses that will be zero emissions, so we are looking at that at one end of the spectrum. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  So it might be taxis are zero emission, HGVs are Euro 6.   

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  In the very high category, we are 

assuming that HGVs would be zero emission, but what we have to understand is how feasible 

that is and whether or not a restriction all day long is feasible.  You have got one level of 

package and then you have got variants on that.  We have not said, “The zone is going to be 

this”.  We have said there are three packages, a moderate package, a high package and a very 

high package.  The very high package is making assumptions about vehicles being zero emission 

and some vehicle types having to comply all day long, 24/7.  We have some other vehicle types 

where the choice of vehicles that might be available and the cost of those vehicles that might 

be available, you would vary that.  We are trying to be practical about it.  There is no point in 

saying, “You have all got to be zero emission”.  You might as well just say, “I am going to ban 

all vehicles”. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  Matthew, if 13 years ago we knew we were going to have the amount 

of resources and time, energy and money that has been devoted over the last decade or so to 

whacking the motorist and we had taken that and put it into stimulating and seeking out and 

helping people to research and to encourage new clean technologies for vehicles, do you think 

we would have made more progress now than we have? 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser, Environment and Political Affairs):  We seem to 

be asking for state backing of BMW and Rover - well, Rover has gone bust - and lots of 

automotive companies in some kind of throwback to the 1970s of picking winners or something. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  No, that is exactly what we have done with the new bus, isn’t it?  We 

have gone and tried to encourage and stimulate new technology that is cleaner by placing a 

large order for a hybrid bus, which we are talking about, boasting as the cleanest, greenest bus 

in Europe, if not the world.  If we had done that with cars and all the rest of it 12 years ago -- 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  And a good sauna as well. 

 



 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser, Environment and Political Affairs):  The air-

conditioning I gather is now working; hopefully they are not a greenhouse bus.  I am sure 

counter-factually, who knows? about that. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  Therefore, given the approach on the bus - and this is now a success, 

we gather, that it is going to be 600 buses and all the rest of it - do you think there is a case for 

diverting some of the resource, the TfL resource, very significant resource that goes into trying 

to tighten the noose or turn the screw on the motorist into encouraging and stimulating these 

new technologies, there might be a case for that and that might make more progress than just 

these sort of arbitrary what many people see as punishments? 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser, Environment and Political Affairs):  What I would 

say is that giving them notice for seven years we are going to be having Ultra Low Emission 

Zones within central London is actually going to make the automotive industry wake up and 

stimulate their delivery of low-emission vehicles.  I know you are not a fan of the hybrid.3  They 

have got a three-year sunset clause and it is no longer valid for the Ultra Low Emission 

Discount.  It is interesting to note that as I cycle around town I see adverts popping up all over 

the place for zero-emission cars because they are congestion-charge exempt.  That is exactly 

how these measures can actually drive the market and accelerate, we hope, not only the delivery 

of new vehicles but also the take-up by motorists.  I am sure in time, once we announce the 

final proposal and be consulted upon -- what is the order called? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  The scheme order. 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser, Environment and Political Affairs):  The scheme 

orders put through and the rest of it and hopefully any judicial reviews (JRs) are defeated and 

the rest of it that might come our way, that equally, advertisers and the automotive industry will 

start bringing forward vehicles saying, “You can drive within central London after 2020”.  I think 

it is quite interesting that some of the luxury car brands are finally bring forward zero-emission 

cars.  BMW is launching one towards the end of this month and the high end of the automotive 

industry are now bringing forward products which are very much zero emission.  I do not think 

they are selling this vehicle particularly as saving the planet; it is more part of their business 

model as the way the world is going. It is the EU limits on carbon emissions, averages across car 

fleets and the rest of it.  I would say that some of these regulatory mechanisms, if used 

reasonably - and that is the point that Michèle has been making constantly, it needs to be 

feasible and reasonable - we can help to drive the market in the right direction. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  That is certainly the case and hopefully that will happen, but most of 

those new technologies require an element of infrastructure, which is not really there in the 

breadth or depth that is needed for their adoption.  If you look, for instance, at the fuel cell - 

and I should declare an interest as chairing the Hydrogen Partnership here - we simply just do 

not have the network of refuelling stations across London that would mean we would get early 

                                                 
3 Following the meeting, M. Pencharz requested that an explanation of his comments be included to clarify his 
reference to hybrids as meaning “I know you are not a fan of our changes to congestion charge discount and its 
effect on some hybrid owners. They have got a three year sunset clause despite not being valid for the Ultra-Low 
Emission Discount.” 



 

 

or swift adoption of those vehicles.  I am not aware that there is a huge amount of TfL resource 

going into that, beyond the buses, in assisting that sort of infrastructure to go in place that will 

enable people to avoid the penalties of the Ultra Low Emission Zone.  Certainly in central 

London, where you seem to be targeting, even if you believe that battery electric vehicles are 

the solution - which I personally do not - but if you do, I do not see a massive amount of 

infrastructure planned to go in over the next seven years to allow people to access those zero-

emission vehicles. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Kit, can I just remind you that the Environment Committee has done 

work on this when we looked at the Mayor’s attempt to stimulate the electric car market.  He 

set himself a very high target, 100,000 vehicle ownership in London, 25,000 plug-in points etc 

and the reality is the market was not responding to that.  We have only got 2,000 electric cars in 

the whole of London, because they are still very expensive, even with the subsidies. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  No, I understand that.   

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Can I just make the point?  I do understand the point you are 

making.  I am just saying it has been tried by the Mayor and we have actually covered it.  For 

example, the plug-in points which you are talking about, infrastructure, we have 1,300, and we 

should be grateful for that, but actually it is nowhere near the 25,000 target set. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  It is nowhere near the several million cars that pass through the 

proposed zone every year.  The point I am trying to make is that I completely understand what 

you are saying about the industry will respond and it will have to bring this in, and consumer 

behaviour will respond, but the infrastructure that is required needs an element of public 

participation.  If you are saying, “Well, by then we expect everybody to be driving or to be able 

to access electric vehicles in the next seven years” there needs to be a massive programme of 

digging up the roads to get power points in. [This would be] way beyond what you are currently 

proposing, or indeed a huge programme of talking to the oil companies about re-provisioning 

petrol stations to put hydrogen in so that the fuel cell car can be accessed.  You are talking 

about a change of technology rather than a change of behaviour, there is basic infrastructure 

here that might need to go in, and, other than the work that the Partnership is doing with 

European money, I do not see a huge amount of effort going into that. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  TfL have been making effort in that area, 

as Murad has implied.  We have found some of the most effective things, as 

Matthew [Pencharz] has implied, is through the incentive of the congestion charging scheme, 

which is not there just to make vehicles greener, it is there to actually reduce congestion.  If 

every vehicle that was in the congestion charging scheme happened to be a low-emission 

vehicle, that is not necessarily a solution to the problems there, because you still have too many 

vehicles in the Zone. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  We all know the congestion zone is not about congestion. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  Well, it is about reducing congestion, 

actually, reducing the number of vehicles. 



 

 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  Congestion is higher than it was when it started. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  It is not higher than it was when it 

started.   

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  It is because it is too cheap. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  The point is the congestion charging 

mechanism has actually been able to incentivise the take-up of cleaner, greener vehicles.  We 

had the fuel discount, we got loads of alternative fuel vehicles coming in, but as they increased 

in numbers we had to refine that.  We had the Greener Vehicle Discount and now we have got 

the Ultra-Green Discount,4 which effectively is trying to further incentivise the uptake of electric 

vehicles.  Even though it is not technology-specific, it is to increase that uptake of electric 

vehicles.  It is a mechanism that is effective in encouraging a change of vehicle type. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  If you want a target of 100,000 electric vehicles and your latest 

target is for 1,300 charging points, how long does it take to charge up an electric vehicle? 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):   Six to eight hours. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  So you add up six to eight hours charging -- 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  You can get rapid charging. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  We have actually been through all these issues.  I do not want to 

open up this thing.   

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  I think a lot of these have been asked already, but I just want to support 

my colleague, Mr Malthouse.  He is absolutely right; you cannot just expect market forces to 

keep up with this, because Mr Pencharz, you said before that the EU standards have not 

actually delivered the expected improvements [and] that it is quite difficult to ensure that they 

will deliver.  Isn’t that true?  So we are going for Euro 6, but how do you know Euro 6 will give 

you those improvements? 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser, Environment and Political Affairs):  I think you 

have raised a very pertinent question there, Jenny, but we hope and I think we expect - I 

certainly would use a stronger word than “hope” - that Euro 6 will deliver the savings that they 

promised.  They have actually tested it properly in urban driving conditions, so the endlessly 

stop/start traffic, which is where the Euros 4 and 5 went a bit wrong.  The noises we hear from 

the Commission are positive.  You do raise a fair point, that we expect them to succeed this time 

round, where perhaps they fell short last time, but we have to deal with the technology that we 

have and make the best of the world that we are in.  Euro 6 is going to be the basis we will deal 

with for-- how long will that be the standard for? 

                                                 
4
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Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  Well, it will be a decision for the Commission 

to make, but potentially there will be Euro 7 for some specific types of vehicles.  It is not yet 

clear what the next steps from the Commission will be. 

 

Just to pick up the point on Euro 6 though, one of the changes that the Commission has made, 

which is a very welcome improvement, is that they have put a requirement on the manufacturers 

to in effect guarantee that their vehicles will meet the emissions standards.  For HGVs, for 

example, there will be in-operation testing of the emissions and there will be kind of a broad 

range in which the vehicle will have to operate in order to continue to be part of the Euro 

standard, and the responsibility for that will sit with the manufacturer.  It is a different 

approach, as a result of trying to respond to some of the lessons learned from Euro 4 and 

Euro 5. 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser, Environment and Political Affairs):  Just one thing 

about the automotive manufacturers.  I think it is quite impressive how they have been known 

to complain quite a lot and lobby very hard when it comes to the carbon dioxide targets that the 

Commission have put forward, but they have always met them, so they are pretty innovative at 

getting cleverer and cleverer engines to become more and more efficient.  Now the onus is on 

them and the risk is on the automotive industry.  One can hope they will be more successful 

than previously. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  What about somehow TfL actually supporting people who still want to 

drive, as Mr Malthouse was making clear?  You do not have any plans for that, do you? 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser, Environment and Political Affairs):  More 

generally?   

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  Hydrogen fuel calls, for example, or electric points.  What is your plan on 

that, because you cannot just leave it up to the market? 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser, Environment and Political Affairs):  

Source London, which TfL has led a consortium of businesses and interested groups, has 

delivered the 1,300 electric charging points which the Chair alluded to earlier, which is quite a 

success.  There is an electric vehicle plan, Low Emissions Vehicle Strategy, coming forward in 

tandem with ULEZ paperwork as well, so that this will all go out at the same time, because you 

make a fair point that they are all tied together.  You are right that in order for the ULEZ to be 

feasible and reasonable, we need to have a strategy that will deliver and help to shimmy along 

the market to get the infrastructure and the vehicles that will comply to the ambitious standard 

that the Mayor wants to set. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  I am going to argue with your “ambitious”, but never mind.  Going back 

to emissions standards, how will you know that the vehicles coming into the Zone will actually 

be compliant?  Are you going to have periodic checks? 

 



 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  One of the other pieces of work that we 

have to look at in more detail is how this zone would operate.  Would it operate as a low-

emission zone or would it operate as a congestion charging zone and what are the mechanisms 

for encouraging people to comply or could it just be a straight regulation?  We have to look at 

those different mechanisms, but if it was a low-emission zone on top of a congestion charging 

zone, you would do exactly what you are doing at present with the low-emissions zone.  You 

would observe the number of plates and you would check the registration of that vehicle 

against the database. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  I know, but what is coming out of the tailpipe might not be reflected in 

the supposed standard. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  No, but what Elliot [Treharne] is saying is 

that that has been the problem with the standards up until date, in a sense particularly with 

some of the Euro 5 vehicles etc.  In terms of the amount of NOx they are producing, it was not 

consistent with the standard that they were supposed to produce, because they had been tested 

in factory conditions and they had not been subjected to these stop/start urban cycle 

conditions.  Going forward, in order to ensure that you do get the emissions that you should 

get, the manufacturers are required to do much more stringent tests to demonstrate, “This is 

what will happen in real life”.  I know there was various talk when we were introducing the low-

emissions zone about whether or not you should have on-the-spot checks onsite about what 

the emissions are from vehicles, or through regular MOT testing and making sure vehicles are 

operating as they should. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  What about having independent research on emissions under roadside 

conditions? 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  Defra has actually just funded a study working 

with some of the central London boroughs which has just done that.  In terms of trying to 

understand Euro 4 and Euro 5 emissions and looking at a whole range of different vehicles, the 

technology exists to do that and that is something that Defra has supported work in some of 

the central London boroughs, in King’s College London and Newcastle University. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  I have just got one final question, and that is that one of the reasons that 

we have got increased congestion in the congestion charge zone is because there has not been 

enough periodic tightening of the charge.  Would you actually right from the beginning have an 

expectation of periodically tightening of standards, emission standards? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  In the same way as we have with the 

discount schemes in the congestion charging zone to tighten the standards associated with the 

emissions discount, then the answer would be yes. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  For example, if Euro 6 proves to be hopelessly inadequate by 2018, you 

will immediately put in your Euro 7 or even Euro 8, if we have got it.  

 



 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  We will keep a close watch on Euro 6 to 

ensure that it is actually delivering as it is supposed to deliver.  That is one of the things that we 

have said in our work.  We need to monitor that and that is one of the things that when we 

weigh up the pros and cons of the different packages will be part of that assessment.  We will 

have to keep an eye on it. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  Thank you. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Just one loose end: the Euro standards have, by and large, 

encouraged the dash to diesel.   

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  I think it is Vehicle Excise Duty (VED) more 

than diesel. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  It is the CO2. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  This is what I am saying.  It seems to be CO2 rather than air 

pollutants.  Is there a straight choice between the two, a trade-off, or can you have both?  

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser, Environment and Political Affairs):  Sorry to 

interrupt, Chair.  Increasingly, I would say historically, clearly yes.  Diesel is more CO2 efficient 

than petrol, but as the automotive industry has stepped up to some of the challenges of all this, 

the newer petrol cars coming on to the market are as efficient or close to as efficient as diesel 

cars.  I think that most consumers probably prefer a petrol car to a diesel car, because petrol is 

cheaper as a product to buy.  Hopefully we will see unwinding of this dieselisation.  When I 

speak to motor companies, they say that consumers are becoming more interested in petrol 

because of the expense of diesel, but also they are better cars to drive and their fuel efficiency, 

carbon efficiency and they get into some lower tax bands that make them a more attractive 

offer now.  I think that the automotive industry itself is beginning to overcome that.  We would 

like - and the Mayor has stated this - in a fiscally neutral way to try to take into consideration 

the VED tax bands of what air pollution emissions as well as carbon emissions they give and that 

would also accelerate that side. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  It is interesting to see the outcome of car sales did dramatically 

increase to new diesel cars between 2000 and 2012. 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser, Environment and Political Affairs):  I think it is 

slowing down a bit now. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  OK.  That is something that should be welcome. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  The difference in NOx values with Euro 6 

between petrol and diesel is narrowed, whereas in earlier standards, there is a far bigger 

difference.  It is narrowing. 

 



 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  Can I just follow up on two points, firstly on the compliance 

issue?  There seems to be growing evidence that there is a market in removing diesel particulate 

filters from diesel vehicles that were sold with them and this is becoming a real issue.  I think to 

simply rely on the certificate issue when the vehicle was made against the database may not be 

sufficient in terms of checking that it is still compliant and has not been tampered with.  I think 

you may need to think about more rigorous ways of ensuring vehicles are still compliant. 

 

The other thing, I wonder if you could comment on the addition of 1,300 charge points that has 

been mentioned.  There are some recent reports that a fleet of electric minicabs that were due 

to enter use in London have had to be delayed, because only one of the 1,300 charge-points 

were beefy enough to do fast charging sufficient for these cars.  Do you want to comment on 

that, because clearly if we want to encourage more electric vehicles in central London, we have 

got to make sure the charge points are not only there but are sufficiently powerful enough to 

do the fast charging. 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser, Environment and Political Affairs):  It did go 

across my desk, but I cannot recall the detail.  I think it is better for me probably to write to you, 

unless Elliot can remember. 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  Not the specifics of that particular thing.  I 

think the broader issue is of course there is work going on, thinking about rapid chargers, and 

the capacity issues in terms of the infrastructure of London as a whole in terms of the power 

supply needed.  

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser, Environment and Political Affairs):  We have got a 

different answer.  I am sorry, I am afraid I cannot recall what it is.  We will write to you about 

that.  It has gone past my desk. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  It is one of those things that when you 

are looking at these packages that comes into play when considering the feasibility of those 

packages. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Can we go back a step, actually, Navin?  I do not think we have 

covered all the questions on the zone operation. 

 

Navin Shah (AM):  I think, Chair, what I will do, I will quickly run through those one by one.  

There are about five of those.  This is on the operational aspects for the zone.  The first 

question is how it will be monitored.  Are we looking at an automatic number plate recognition 

(ANPR) system or anything else? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  That is one of the options that I was 

describing to Jenny.  It can be through the ANPR system.  The infrastructure is in place for the 

congestion charging scheme.  That same infrastructure could be used, whether it is done 

through a congestion charging mechanism or whether it is done through a LEZ mechanism. 

 



 

 

Navin Shah (AM):  Yes, OK.  What vehicle database and computer system, CCZ or other, again 

the same -- 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  The same databases we have for the 

congestion charging scheme, if we do it that way. 

 

Navin Shah (AM):  What about the costs and difficulties of adapting the CCZ system, for 

example, or putting in place a new system?  Do you have any indication at the moment? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  No, we have not got as far as working 

out the details of that but that is the work we have to do in the next six months. 

 

Navin Shah (AM):  If we can have that when it is available? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  Yes. 

 

Navin Shah (AM):  How will charges for non-compliance be collected? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  It depends what the charges will be.  If 

you adopt a similar approach to the Low Emission Zone, they will be collected in the same way.  

If someone comes into the Low Emission Zone and they are a non-compliant vehicle, they 

receive a penalty charge and they have to pay a fine.  The mechanism by which we would adopt 

the zone is stuff that we have to explore in more detail and understand how people will respond 

to those mechanisms. 

 

Navin Shah (AM):  You mentioned the current penalty arrangement.  You will be operating 

similarly but also you operate a voluntary provision where I think it is £100 or £200 that a non-

compliant vehicle does actually pay voluntarily in advance.  Will you be operating that system as 

well, voluntary reductions? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  We have not decided exactly how we 

would operate the scheme.  We have to explore the pros and cons of operating it either as a 

Low Emission Zone, as a Congestion Charging Zone or as a straight regulation, i.e. “You cannot 

come in here unless”, or, “You cannot come in here”.  On those particular ways of operating it, 

we then have to explore how people will respond to those different ways; we work out what the 

impacts will be.  There is a lot more detailed work that needs to be done to understand how 

someone would respond to the proposal.  If the proposal was, “You can come into this 

Congestion Charging Zone if you are an electric vehicle for free”, that is very different to saying, 

“You cannot come into this zone unless you are an electric vehicle”, so the response is different.  

Therefore, we have to explore those responses to understand how acceptable and what the 

impacts of the schemes might be. 

 

Navin Shah (AM):  Certainly for the initial stage, would you be looking at operating the 

voluntary reductions aspects where you have non-compliant vehicles which need to come in.  So 

rather than slapping on just a penalty, voluntarily they can declare and pay a lesser amount. 

 



 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  It would depend on which of those free 

mechanisms there would be.  All I am saying is we have not done the work to answer all those 

questions but we are mindful of the fact that there are three different approaches, not only 

three packages.  There are three different approaches and we have to understand in more detail 

how people would respond to those different packages and approaches to be able to say which 

is the most effective, which is the most feasible and which is the most acceptable. 

 

Navin Shah (AM):  I will leave it there.  Thank you, Chair. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  Compliance costs is obviously something we need still to do 

some work on. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  Can I just clarify what we mean by 

compliance costs?  It is not a fine that you pay to come in.   

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  We are talking about changing -- 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  It is the cost of changing vehicles and so on. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  Yes. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  You have provided in your briefing note an interesting 

graph of the number of Euro 6 vehicles you expect to be on the streets of London at certain 

dates, split down by category.  I notice in particular TfL buses is one of the categories in here 

and it sort of suggests that by 2020 you would expect just under 40% of TfL buses to be Euro 6 

compliant.  This surprised me slightly given that my understanding is that for most of the TfL 

bus fleet the average length of turnover of buses is pretty much that generally new buses are 

bought in London and then after about five years they are pensioned off to other parts of the 

United Kingdom or elsewhere and we get new buses.  On the whole, our bus fleet is no more 

than five or six years old at any one time. 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  If I can come in on that point specifically, the 

average age is about five-point-something years old.  The actual fleet replacement cycle that 

takes place is actually a combination -- you can do up to two terms of 5 plus 2, so the maximum 

age of a normal bus operating - excluding some of the heritage routes - is about 14 years. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  Operating in London?  All right.  That is where you get your 

40% will be less than six years old by 2020? 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  Of course, the other thing to bear in mind 

with this projection is this is for the whole of London and not for central London.  In central 

London the picture will be very different by 2020, alluding to what Matthew and Michèle were 

talking about earlier about the number of hybrid buses we expect to have there. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  OK, so this across the whole of London. 

 



 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  A broad indication. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  OK.  That is helpful to pick that up. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  The final area of questioning for the ultra low emissions in some ways 

you have answered.  The model has not been done.  When will it be done in this consultation 

phase that you mentioned earlier on, for example, impacts on traffic levels and flows across 

London? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  It is going to be done over the next few 

months.  All the modelling work we have done to date is understanding what the emission levels 

would be if everybody complied with the various standards that were set.  What we have not 

done is what I would call the stated preference work to understand how people would respond 

to these standards.  Not everyone is going to just comply and keep on coming in.  People will 

change their behaviours.  We need to understand how they are going to respond and then run 

the traffic models.  That work will be done before the end of the year so that we can report 

back on what the impacts will be in the area and outside the area so addressing the points that 

Andrew was making, but also understand through discussions with the various manufacturers, 

etc, the feasibility of making some of the assumptions about the availability of vehicle types in 

that time and the compliance costs that people would bear individually and as companies. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  Given the changes that will take place over the next seven years, both 

the stuff that has come through the Roads Task Force, the work that was already in train about 

the phasing of lights and all the rest of it, the improvements of Crossrail coming on stream and 

expanding the public transport network by ten years and hopefully the advent of better new 

technologies whether that be battery cars or fuel cell vehicles, is there any point doing any 

modelling now?  Would you be better to wait three or four years and see what has developed 

and then do the modelling when you have time?  You are not actually starting any 

implementation on this, I would guess, until two or three years before.  Given that you have 

seven years to go until it comes in, is it worth doing any modelling now or will you just have to 

redo it then anyway? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  It is worth doing modelling now because 

you want to understand how it is going to affect people.  We can make assumptions within our 

modelling about all the changes that are going to take place, so we have baseline figures for 

what is happening now and what is going to happen by 2020.  We have models for all the 

assumptions we are making in the Mayor’s Transport Strategy by 2021.  We can modify those in 

accordance with some of the further ideas that we might pursue through the Roads Task Force 

and reflect that in the work that we are doing.  You should look at these things on an ongoing 

basis and certainly you need to do that work to inform whether these packages are the right 

packages. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Presumably the modelling exercise will not be any different from the 

stuff – Michèle - you did when the congestion charge came in. 

 



 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  Yes, the same as LEZ, the same as the 

congestion charge. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  But presumably only 24 months before it came in. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  On the congestion charge, the first piece 

of work we did was about 1997 and the 1998 and then 2000.  We just did it ongoing. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  How much of that modelling came to fruition? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  It was good. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  It was good?  OK.  That is why we need it. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  In terms of the compliance cost, presumably the sooner the 

standards are agreed and set, the lower the compliance cost.  For instance, if taxi drivers know 

now what level of vehicle they are going to need in 2020, it is going to much cheaper for them 

to replace it as they go rather than wait four or five years and then have to replace a new 

vehicle so they can drive in.  The question is, once you have agreed what the limit is say for 

taxis, when are you going to tell the taxi trade that from X date all new vehicles will have to 

comply?  That would be one way of making sure that by 2020 the compliance costs of getting 

rid of the ones that still do not will be minimised.  You need to set these standards early for new 

vehicles entering the fleet. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  Yes, exactly. 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  That is exactly 

the point I tried to make in my opening statement.  We feel that this is a step change.  This is a 

very big intervention that the Mayor has proposed.  It is only fair on the industry, residents, 

boroughs and everybody else that there is some sort of certainty.  We would hope to get all the 

consultations and other mechanisms and the scheme order through by the time the current 

Mayoral term ends in 2016. 

 

Specifically on taxis, there is an inordinate amount of work and effort that is going on mainly 

through Isabel Dedring [Deputy Mayor for Transport] and the Mayor to try to bring forward 

ultra low or zero emission taxis, a model that obeys all the conditions of carriage and is at a 

reasonable cost.  I suppose that is lifetime cost, so the running costs are lower because it is 

plug-in rather than diesel.  We are working very hard and we hope that relatively soon there will 

be products on the market that actually fulfil all the requirements. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  I guess my point is not just when there are products on the 

market but relatively soon and it has to be within the next year or two if you are going to 

achieve a 2020 deadline.  You actually have to say, “All new taxis entering the fleet from next 

year or the year after have to be electric”, or whatever the standard is if you are going to 

achieve compliance of the entire fleet by 2020. 

 



 

 

Leading on from that, how firm is this 2020 date?  Are you still considering about whether that 

is viable and whether it could be a different date?  Clearly, we may have a new Mayor in 2016 

who could have different views anyway, but in terms of the current Mayor’s thinking is 2020 an 

absolute fixed date in terms of the design of this scheme? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  2020 can be a date to achieve an Ultra 

Low Emission Zone.  The standard you set for 2020 will be one that is deliverable in 2020.  

Picking up Jenny’s point, you can have a scheme in and then you can keep upping the standard, 

the same as we did for the Low Emission Zone the first time around.  We set a date when the 

standards would come in, we forecast what increased standards might be required later on and 

we put those out for consultation. 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  On taxis, the 

Mayor actually wrote a joint letter with Sir Peter Hendy [Transport Commissioner, TfL] - but I do 

not know if Peter signed it too - to The Daily Telegraph basically expressing exactly what you 

have just said; “the market needed to step forward and we need zero emission taxis soon” which 

is our intent, indeed the Mayor intends to bring in that all newly licensed taxis would have to be 

ultra low or zero emission by a certain date.  We are not able yet to set that date, unfortunately, 

but we hope to do it relatively soon. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  Just quickly, it is important of course to think about how much it will cost 

people to comply with these rules, but what about the people who are breathing this polluted 

air?  Where are they coming into your calculations?  There are early deaths.  There are problems 

with children’s developing lungs.  There is a huge problem for the general population in London.  

Where is that coming into your modelling and your factors?  You are caring about the drivers 

but what about the people? 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  The drivers are also the breathers, Jenny. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  Yes, Kit, but there are more of us who do not drive than drive. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  It is part of the impact assessment in the 

same way as we did for LEZ to make the case as to why we had to introduce those LEZ 

standards.  There was compliance costs associated for individuals and businesses for LEZ.  Lots 

of people called for exemptions saying, “I need an exemption for this case and that case”, and 

we have said, “No, you can comply.  There is a vehicle that is available.  We want you to comply 

because there are these health benefits that we need to secure”. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  It is not just about health benefits.  It is about health dis-benefits that are 

costing us all quite a lot of money and are costing the National Health Service (NHS) huge 

amounts of money to mop up all the dirty air that is being created in London. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  Yes, and that was part of the case for 

LEZ the first time around.  It will be part of the case next time around. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  Perhaps you would mention those people.  



 

 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  Yes. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Thank you, Jenny, for reminding us of that.  I just have one final 

question in this area.  Coming back to the Supreme Court judgments which declared the 

Government was in breach of its legal duty to protect UK residents from air pollution.  Is it 

envisaged that the Ultra Low Emission Zone in itself will help us comply with those requirements 

in London as presently proposed? 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  We certainly 

hope that the Ultra Low Emission Zone will have a marked effect on all of London’s air quality, 

not just the central London area which clearly would get the most benefits.  Equally, answering 

Jenny’s point on human health impacts, that is obviously the densest and where you have the 

most people wandering around the streets. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Yes, she said it so I did not raise it. 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  As more and 

more vehicles have to comply with whatever rules we set for the ULEZ, clearly those vehicles 

also do not generally reside in central London.  They come from elsewhere.  We really would be 

giving the market in vehicles a hefty shove, more than a nudge, towards low and zero emissions 

which obviously will have an effect on air quality. 

 

It is always worth bearing in mind that transport emissions are not all the story.  We are doing as 

much as we possibly can to address other non-transport emissions as well.  The Committee may 

or may not be aware that we will be consulting relatively shortly on construction plant 

machinery and a Low Emission Zone for that to the industry, so that addresses what we now 

know to be a very serious contributor to air pollution.  Equally, the building retrofit programme, 

so RE:NEW and RE:FIT and in due course commercial sector retrofit programmes.  We want to 

get rid of clapped-out old boilers and equally burn less fuel, so if to heat your home is more 

efficient and buildings are more efficient, we will reduce emissions substantially as well. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  I do not deny that there are other contributing factors to poor air 

quality.  It is just that I am still not clear in my mind to what extent the Supreme Court, when 

the appeal was made by the Government; they incorporated the Mayor’s proposals on 

February 13th there at the time? 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  As far as I 

know, they did not talk to us at all. 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  We had a dialogue with them but it was not 

specifically on this. 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  Not 

specifically, no. 

 



 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  They did not?  OK.  That is useful to know for reference and for 

future progress on this front and on the legal front.  I thank you for your contributions on this 

first part of this session. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):   

Thank you, Simon Birkett, for joining us for the second part of this session.  We are looking now 

at the local pollution data that you have put into the public arena.  Could you just outline to the 

Committee the local emissions and pollutant concentration data and modelling that you have 

put in the public arena? 

 

Simon Birkett (Founder, Clean Air in London campaign):  Chairman, thank you very much 

for inviting me.  Would you mind if I just made three or four comments on the Ultra Low 

Emission Zone?  Would that be acceptable? 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  OK, very quickly. 

 

Simon Birkett (Founder, Clean Air in London campaign):  Could I please have the map 

showing nitrogen dioxide (NO2) in 2020?  I hope this will be published on the internet today.  

Just to point out, the yellow bits and the red bits on this map are exceedances of legal limits in 

2020 and World Health Organisation guidelines in 2020 which have been in legislation since 

1999.  The Supreme Court and the European Commission will be quite interested in seeing that 

map.  That is the first point. 

 

The second thing is that it is very important with the Ultra Low Emission Zone that we stop 

talking about NOx and start talking about nitrogen dioxide.  We have that evidence and it is 

very confusing to talk about NOx because “NO”, the other half of “NOx” is not a health issue.  

Third, I will talk about the computer modelling versus real-world emissions, so I will park that.  

On the Euro emission standards, the shift to diesel over the last ten years has been responsible 

for more than twice any alleged failure of the Euro emission standards which never anyway set 

limits for nitrogen dioxide, so it is very important to bear that in mind. 

 

In terms of just the Ultra Low Emission Zone, Clean Air in London and the Mayor clearly share a 

vision of trying to reduce harmful emissions in the most polluted places by 2020.  That is really 

very good but that is where the similarities end.  Our view just from listening to the discussion 

today - because obviously I only received the paper at 9.50am - is that it really looks already as 

if the zone could be very small.  It could be weak.  It might be Euro 6.  It has been picked up in 

several places.  It could exclude parts of the day and it could exclude many vehicles.  What we 

really need here is to bear in mind that other cities, for example Berlin, are already well on the 

way and looking at introducing a Euro 6 standard for diesel possibly as early as January 2015.  

Rome, in the most polluted parts of Rome has already banned all vehicles, so forget about Ultra 

Low Emission Zone.  They have actually pedestrianised large parts of central Rome.  We need to 

be looking at the ambition level comparing London with other cities.  There is no doubt that we 

need one or more intermediate steps between now and 2020, just looking at that map that 

Elliot kindly showed me of legal breaches. 

 



 

 

Finally, the Mayor’s track record on delivering these things is not good.  He delayed phase three 

of the Low Emission Zone.  He scrapped the Western Extension.  He is proposing to delay part 

of phase five of his own Low Emission Zone.  It is very important that when we talk about the 

merits or weigh up the costs and benefits of these cases we look at legal compliance and health.  

Think of the enormous cost to vehicle manufacturers investing in electric vehicles who assume 

that these laws will be complied with.  We need to put less emphasis on the cost to polluters 

and legacy industries and focus more on the wonderful future we could have for London.  That 

is all I would say on that point. 

 

On the diesel exhaust emissions, the Mayor really deserves to be applauded for releasing that 

detail in a way which actually we have been able to digest.  The information which was released 

last night5 I hope would be put in a more digestible form.  The summary is about 90 megabytes 

and the concentration maps are about 500 megabytes, so I do not know how people can 

actually download them.  Obviously, share that with all the political parties and I am very 

pleased to see the Green Party have already produced a map on howpollutedismyroad.org.uk 

which allows you to look at 40,000 links across London. 

 

The most important single thing probably is that the emission factors are wrong.  We have heard 

the Mayor claim a 15% reduction in particles and a 20% reduction in oxides of nitrogen.  Those 

are based on computer modelling assumptions of emission factors.  They are not the real-world 

emissions.  There was a fantastic report by King’s College London recently which shows what 

those real-world emissions are.  They are much higher than the computer modelling ones.  That 

is the first thing to bear in mind. 

 

We have also found very clearly the picture of nitrogen dioxide.  We had never seen that so 

clearly before because it has always been confused by this distraction with NOx.  Diesel exhaust 

is responsible for about 90% of the most harmful emissions of nitrogen dioxide and particles 

from exhaust.  Oxford Street is omitted, probably because it is less than 10,000 vehicles a day 

which was the criteria of the request that was submitted.  Other people can use the same laws 

that Clean Air in London used for access to environmental information.  The email address is 

foi@tfl.gov.uk or mayor@london.gov.uk.  People can ask for the same sort of information if 

they feel there are gaps or they would like to know more. 

 

The things that Clean Air in London would like to see - bearing in mind that London has the 

highest levels of nitrogen dioxide of any capital city in Europe - is the information published in a 

usable form like that given to Clean Air in London on at least a two-yearly basis with the 

London Atmospheric Emissions Inventory.  It is looking for real-world testing to back up any 

plans and we would really like to see the London Assembly Environment Committee investigate 

what the real-world picture is on diesel exhaust and what is going to be done about it.  Clean Air 

in London’s view is that diesel exhaust, which is carcinogenic, needs to be banned from all the 

most polluted parts of London by 2020.  That is the vision that London ought to have.  This is 

carcinogenic like smoking.  The World Health Organisation has said so.  We need that level of 

ambition if we are going to lead the world again.  

 

                                                 
5
 London Atmospheric Emissions Inventory 2010 released by the Greater London Authority on 10 July 2013 

http://data.london.gov.uk/datastore/package/london-atmospheric-emissions-inventory-2010  

http://data.london.gov.uk/datastore/package/london-atmospheric-emissions-inventory-2010


 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  The map that you mentioned was actually done here at the Greater 

London Authority (GLA), so it is not the Green Party.  It is the Green Group. 

 

Simon Birkett (Founder, Clean Air in London campaign):  Thank you for the clarification.  

That is very good. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Thank you for that.  Michèle, I will give you one opportunity to 

respond. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  It was just to say that in terms of the 

data that Simon requested, we with the GLA had been updating the London Atmospheric 

Emissions Inventory based on 2010 information for publication this year.  Because we do not 

have that ready, it was not ready in time to publish.  It has all the information that Simon is 

referring to.  It has a whole load of updates that we have been making to improve it and to get 

it to better accurately reflect what is happening on the ground, taking into account additional 

sources of emissions such as non-mobile construction machinery vehicles, to reflect more 

accurately particulate matter less than PM 10 associated with brake and tyre wear and generally 

to make the inventory a better source of information. 

 

That was not available when Simon asked for it, so what we did give him because he asked for 

information was specifically some of the traffic emission data that goes into the inventory but is 

just one source of the inventory.  The inventory itself takes into account concentrations.  We 

have tried to refine it in more detail in terms of the vehicle composition across the area and 

canyon effects.  It is validated against the actual monitored data where we have monitoring 

across the area.  The information that has gone out today is much more digestible.  People can 

zoom into it.  They can look at different parts of the area to understand what emissions 

associated with what sources, in what locations, etc. 

 

The conclusion that Simon has drawn that there is a problem. Yes, there is a problem. However, 

if you actually look specifically as we have done for the Ultra Low Emission Zone and if you take 

into account the exposure to more people, that is why we are saying, looking at this particular 

data that is coming out of the London Atmospheric Conditions Inventory, that there is a 

rationale for us concentrating on the central area given those emissions, but not ignoring the 

impacts elsewhere.  I am not disagreeing with the overall conclusion that we need to do 

something but what we are saying is that there is a dataset.  It is out there.  It is being made 

much more user-friendly.  All the information is out there.  It just was not ready when Simon 

asked for it. 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  If I could just 

make a quick point, after the Mayor was elected he made a big speech with all the staff and he 

very much talked about the London Datastore and how transparency with this kind of data is 

very much what he wanted to do.  I understand that this is going to be put on the Datastore or 

it is on the Datastore -- 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  It is on, yes. 

 



 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  -- in such a 

way that clever people such as the Green Group here, for example, can build apps and that kind 

of thing to show it in a usable format and to help disseminate information transparently. 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  Just to pick up on the point that Simon made 

which is important, what the Green Group here did -- it was the Green Group.  I have it right. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  Thank you for the advertising. 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  We have taken on board the message that 

there is all this information that is really interesting, is really useful and a number of different 

groups and organisations want to use it.  We already package it up to make it available to 

boroughs and developers and we are very keen to expand that.  That is why the new website we 

have been working on will have new tools and resources to make this much more accessible to 

ordinary Londoners. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  That was one area of questioning which we dealt with at the outset.  

We are going to end on this area.   

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  I was going to ask you some questions about pollution hotspots and 

in particular the difference between emission hotspots and concentration hotspots.  Are we 

focusing on the right things, which should be emissions or concentration, and what would be 

the difference if we switched? 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  You need to focus on both.  Concentrations of 

course are what we experience in terms of the air pollution that you breathe when you walk 

down the street but this is the factor of a number of things.  Obviously the local emissions, the 

local source, which of course is where we have the most influence and where we focus most of 

our efforts.  We are talking about things like the Ultra Low Emission Zone.  In order to 

understand air quality we need to look beyond that.  We need to understand the impact that 

meteorology has and what the weather is doing, about the actual location itself in terms of the 

canyon effect or if you have a greater rate of exposure.  All these factors need to be taken into 

account when you actually try to understand the actual evidence.  You cannot just look at 

emissions in isolation, which is part of the issue that we have in the way that some of the work 

that has come out and Simon has taken has been presented because the concentrations, which 

were now published yesterday, are equally an important part of the picture. 

 

Simon Birkett (Founder, Clean Air in London campaign):  The first is that what we have 

been given are TfL’s best efforts at computer modelled emissions.  Obviously, as you say, it is 

actually the concentrations which we breathe and it is the concentrations which are subject to 

health and legal limits, so all this does is tell us a bit about the sources and there is some very 

useful information about which are the biggest contributors to pollutants. 

 

What is quite striking to me about the information - and Clean Air in London has published on 

its website summary data, not their clever map that has now appeared - is that it shows that the 

most polluted places are really in two categories.  It is places like the North Circular and the 



 

 

Dartford Crossing but also there are some fairly staggering levels of pollution.  Clean Air in 

London said - and it is pretty shocking but it is fair to say - that people are being gassed in 

Oxford Street.  At the worst spot in Oxford Street, there are about nine tons per kilometre per 

year of nitrogen dioxide being emitted into that street.  That is pretty shocking.  We have 

polluted hotspots like the North Circular,  the Dartford Crossing and so on, but we also have 

Brompton Road and Oxford Street.  These need to be addressed as part of the actions. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  You said that it is based on the Mayor’s computer modelling.  Does 

the model itself take account of anticipated major developments in the capital?  For example, 

you talked about the North Circular as being very polluted and I heard a little bit of heckling to 

my left when I raised the question of Brent Cross earlier on.  We know there is a huge 

development coming in Brent Cross which will, I suspect, create a canyon effect around the 

North Circular unless it enters the tunnel which is probably pie in the sky.  Similarly around 

Colindale, one of the Mayor’s opportunity areas, a huge development will create a lot more high 

rise around quite busy roads like the A41 and the A5.  Does the computer modelling take 

account of the anticipated developments in those areas? 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  As a practical example, yes.  Of course, the 

developers will use LAEI as a tool when they actually assess that development.  This is the 

practical example about how this is used as a tool as part of the air quality assessment to be 

done under the planning process to make sure we understand those impacts and that they can 

be properly mitigated in the planning process.  This is why this tool as a whole is such a valuable 

thing for London. 

 

Simon Birkett (Founder, Clean Air in London campaign):  What is a much bigger issue, not 

about whether one development is or is not included which is of course exceptionally important, 

is the fact that - and this was published in the Air Quality Bulletin I received earlier this week - 

people are saying that the computer modelled emission factors used are 25% below the real-

world emissions from vehicles.  If you talk about a 15% reduction in PM or 20% in NO2 or NOx, 

actually, if the real-world emissions are going up 25% higher than that, that is really what we 

ought to be focusing on.  What I would really urge, rather than waiting two years to get these 

real-world emission factors in place in the 2012 version, is to update this one that has just been 

released yesterday for real-world emissions so we get that later this year or next year.  If we 

have modelling which is based on lower levels of emission like we are actually getting in here, if 

you have that, it makes it look like it is unattractive to clean up the vehicle fleet because you 

have a lower base.  If the base is higher, it is much more attractive to clean up the vehicle fleet. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  I am just going back to the point I was putting about development.  I 

understand that it takes account of emissions.  That is fair enough.  Does it also take account of 

concentration as a consequence of the canyon effect of more high rise? 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  You can factor that in.  Is this for the building 

specifically? 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  I am using this as an example because Simon raised the question of 

the North Circular.  The area I am talking about is effectively the North Circular and its environs.  



 

 

We understand that the modelling takes account of emissions, for example, from increased 

traffic because there will be more people living there.  Having 10,000 extra people in flats in 

Colindale is going to generate potentially quite a lot of traffic.  That is the emissions element.  I 

am also raising the concentration element because if you have more high rise close to roads, you 

are going to potentially create more of a canyon effect.  At the moment it is open around 

Brent Cross pretty well.  It will be more concentrated with a lot more housing development 

around it.  Does the modelling take account of the effect of that canyon factor as well as the 

emission factor, i.e. the concentration element as well as the emission element? 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  Yes. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  Yes. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  Is that right, Simon? 

 

Simon Birkett (Founder, Clean Air in London campaign):  I would take TfL’s or the GLA’s 

word for that. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  It does, which is why the results are 

different to the emissions data that we shared with Simon.  The other thing it takes into account 

is an increase in activity.  It reflects the increase in vehicle kilometres that will be travelled in the 

future.  It also reflects the fleet composition but the fleet composition is not put in on a link-by-

link basis.  It is on an area basis.  If you have specific roads where you know there is an air 

quality issue and you have decided, “OK, I am going to put my cleanest vehicles down that 

road”, such as put your cleanest buses down Oxford Street, that is not reflected necessarily in 

the results we have within the concentration model.  There is refinement to be made. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  So, if you are going to take the Brent Cross model, high rise coming 

in on both sides -- 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  Increased canyon effect, yes. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  -- it will create a canyon effect.  It has already dipped down, the 

North Circular, to go under the flyover.  In that area, it reflects both increased traffic, i.e. 

emissions, and the increasing concentration as a consequence of the development itself? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  I do not know how much the height of 

the buildings within the North Circular Road necessarily will have been reflected in the forecasts, 

certainly vehicle kilometres.  The point is one knows there is an issue there.  It does need to be 

addressed.  It is picked up in the Roads Task Force as something to address. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  That is the key point.  That is the point I am putting.  That it says it is 

reflected. 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  That specific point would be picked up 

through the air quality assessment which would be done as a result of the planning process.  Of 



 

 

course, when you have a London-wide model, if a new building is proposed in 2016, that will 

not initially at this stage be reflected in that but we get the understanding of that through the 

air quality planning process.  For that specific development in terms of giving it agreement and 

in terms of working out what mitigation is required, this is the tool that is used as a basis to 

then apply those different changes, the vehicle movements and the change in landscape, to get 

that understanding. 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  It does not work on the assumptions of -- 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  Of course.  You have to have assumptions 

about how things might change.  Building shapes in particular are very specific things. 

 

Simon Birkett (Founder, Clean Air in London campaign):  If I may, it would be very helpful 

for this Committee if Transport for London would confirm a like-for-like comparison.  For the 

ten categories of vehicles, which are taxis, buses, coaches, diesel cars and large goods vehicles 

(LGVs) and so on, what are the computer modelled emission rates and what are the equivalents 

in the recent King’s College London David Carslaw [Environmental Research Group, King’s 

College London] report?  That would give a very great deal of transparency and clarity about 

how wrong even this excellent up-to-date work now is.  That is very important.  It would also 

give people a sense of whether it is actually worth updating this information now rather than 

waiting two years for the emission factors to feed through into the system. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  They are not wrong in the sense that 

there is a correlation with what is monitored on the ground, so you are trying to reflect what 

you are observing through the modelling that you are doing.  You can do that for the year that 

you are validating the model against, knowing that with the Euro standards and the emissions 

factors associated with those historically you can correct for, and then project going forward.  

We have done backcasts in terms of what happened in 2008 and corrected for them to compare 

them with 2010 to make the comparisons we have made.  It is not that these models are wrong.  

They are developed to best reflect what is out there and then they are used to project what is 

going to happen in 2012, 2015 and 2020 on the assumption of the relationships within them.  

If, say, the Euro standard for NOx or NO2 did not deliver as expected when the work was done 

in 2008, so what you projected  for 2010 it did not deliver those changes, that is what we are 

correcting for now.  We did not know at the time that those European-set standards were not 

going to deliver.  We do know now.  We have corrected it.  They are not wrong.  They are the 

best estimate based on the data available. 

 

Simon Birkett (Founder, Clean Air in London campaign):  What are the emission factors 

for those ten categories of vehicles doing the best you have done and how do they compare 

with David Carslaw’s recent report?  That would be my question. 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  That process would of course naturally happen 

anyway when we refresh and then later on update the LAEI.  Of course this is a snapshot of this 

moment in time, as Michèle was saying, based on that best understanding.  That will inevitably 

improve. 

 



 

 

Andrew Dismore (AM):  When you come to benchmark it, will you use this current data or will 

you use the updated data? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  It has just been updated.  It has just 

come out to date.  It has just been launched.  It is brand new inventory that has just been 

launched.  What Simon was given, because he wanted some data before this data was available, 

were the diesel actual emissions values that go into this that then, with a whole load of other 

factors, are refined to actually produce the concentration results.  This data is now available.  

This is the data that is informing our work as far as the Ultra Low Emission Zone is concerned 

and the wider things we need to do as part of the Mayor’s Air Quality and Vehicle Emissions 

Action Plan. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  I hope somebody has understood that because I have not. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  I think Ian [Williamson, Scrutiny Manager, GLA] understands.  That is 

why I expect officers to come in and assist Members.  The next area of questioning is by 

Stephen on emission trends. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  I wanted to start off by asking about the dieselisation of 

the general fleet.  The briefing you have provided for us this morning makes very clear that an 

increase in the proportion of diesel vehicles on the roads has led to more air pollutants emitted 

on London’s roads.  Are London’s roads absolutely more polluted as a result of this than they 

were, say, five or ten years ago or is this relative to if there had not been a shift to diesel?  I 

guess it may be different for PM 10s and for nitrogen dioxides.  Who is in a position to say? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  There was a drive to reduce carbon 

dioxide (CO2).  There were incentives that government introduced.  

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  Yes, I take that.  What I am asking is has the absolute level 

of nitrogen dioxide that people experience on a busy main road in London gone up over the last 

five or ten years as a result of the increase in the proportion of diesel vehicles?  Has it stayed 

the same or has it gone down? 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  If you look back to the backcast we had in the 

LAEI, we have still seen an improvement as we have seen new vehicles come on.  We have had 

some of the oldest and most polluting vehicles fall off and even if you have newer vehicles 

where the reductions have not been as effective as we had expected, we have still seen 

reductions.  

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  What you are saying is there have been some reductions in 

NO2 but nothing like what we were expecting or that there would have been had we not had an 

increase in the proportion of diesel. 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  It is getting 

better but not as quickly as we would want it to. 

 



 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  Very slowly, yes.  That is important.  Clearly, what is driving 

the problem is this big trend in the increasing proportion of people buying diesel cars rather 

than petrol cars.  We have seen that trend, as you say, partly driven by CO2 based discounts for 

vehicle excise duty and so on. 

 

What I want to ask is what assumptions you have made in your modelling about this trend?  Is it 

your assumption that the trend continues?  Is it your assumption that the proportion of diesel 

vehicles stays the same or that some action is taken and the proportion of diesel vehicles 

reduces, in your base assumptions for 2020? 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  We factored assumptions into the LAEI and, as 

Matthew was saying, because the cost of diesel vehicles is increasing to the actual driver in 

terms of the maintenance costs linked to some of the after-treatment that is required to meet 

Euro 6 and also the incentives for going towards petrol in terms of that relative cost, we are 

starting to see a slight reversal of that trend towards dieselisation. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  Your projection is assuming a small reversal of that trend? 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  I would have to confirm the precise amount 

but, yes, we have reached the uppermost point in terms of what we are expecting with the 

dieselisation of the fleet. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  OK, so you are expecting a reduced dieselisation or a 

petrolification - let me put it that way - of the fleet. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  There is not the same rapid take-up. 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  Electrification combined with this new 

course -- 

 

Simon Birkett (Founder, Clean Air in London campaign):  I would focus and maybe 

comment on what has actually happened with nitrogen dioxide concentrations.  If I give the 

example of Brompton Road because it is relevant to the western congestion charge.  I disclose 

an interest, I live within 100 yards, I suppose, of it.  The nitrogen dioxide concentration annual 

average was in 2008 95, 2009 90, 2010 not available, 2011 81 and 2012 92.  So far, the average 

for the first six months year-to-date is 103, so in fact if this current trend is continued for this 

year it will be by far the worst for five years.  Actually, last year, 2012, was only beaten in 2008 

in terms of the concentrations of nitrogen dioxide.  There is a real question again with my point 

about this disjunction between computer modelling and real-world emissions and real-world 

concentrations. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  Real-world emissions seem to suggest that nitrogen dioxide 

levels are pretty much where they were ten years ago. 

 

Simon Birkett (Founder, Clean Air in London campaign):  On some of these roads, yes. 

 



 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):   There are two things to respond to that point.  

The first point is that part of the discussion today has been about the fact that there are 

hotspots, particularly bad locations in London.  Of course, at different locations, by nature, the 

various different effects are going to be different. 

 

What is quite interesting is that you might recall at the last session we had on air quality Dr Gary 

Fuller [Senior Lecturer in Air Quality Measurement, Environmental Research Group, King’s 

College London] came in and started talking about what he saw as the trends in air pollution.  

You might remember he said that broadly speaking over the last five or ten years it has been 

pretty flat.  What Dr Fuller has recently been saying is:   

 

“The 2013 trends show a definite drop from 2012 and 2013.  For NO2 there is some 

cause for optimism.  We have at last seen a drop in roadside NO2 in recent years but 

there is a lot of variation.” 

 

According to Dr Fuller, there is a whole series of questions about whether this is 

meteorologically driven or whether this is about local emissions, but we are starting to see some 

improvements.  Of course, taking into account the point that Simon made, there are still very 

bad locations, which is exactly the point we are making about why we need additional action 

like the ULEZ. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  I suppose the real question this begs is that the pollution 

levels are significantly higher than they ought to be because of the increasing number of diesel 

vehicles.  What urgent measures can be taken to disincentivise diesel vehicles?  It is all very well 

waiting for 2020 before we get the Ultra Low Emission Zone which clearly will have some of 

that effect, but there are still incentives in terms of vehicle excise duties and so on that are 

driving people into diesel vehicles.  It strikes me that actually the sort of incentives in the wrong 

direction could be removed tomorrow and they ought to be removed tomorrow.  In fact we 

ought to be looking at what measures we have to penalise diesel vehicles or disincentivise diesel 

vehicles. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  We have just changed our low emission 

discount in the congestion charging. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  Indeed, but one could have differential rates for petrol and 

diesel cars in the congestion charging. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  Yes, and they are the sorts of things that 

one can consider and lobby Government on. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  It could happen very quickly, could it not? 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  The Mayor has 

made it clear to Government that as long as it is fiscally neutral there should be an unwinding of 

the current incentivisation towards diesel to take into consideration other air pollutants. 

 



 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  It could go much further than that, could it not?  We could 

have a clear incentivisation away from diesel towards petrol through parking charges, through 

congestion charging, through vehicle excise duty, all of these issues.  We could clearly make an 

overnight shift in terms of the incentivisation structure to disincentivise diesel and encourage 

people into petrol or indeed electric. 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  That is true 

but those decisions are not for this Authority.  They are decisions for local boroughs and central 

Government. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  No, but we could be making very clear cases for, 

particularly in London, those changes.  Some of those of course are in the hands of TfL and 

London government broadly. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  In this wider package of measures that 

we considered as part of the Mayor’s Air Quality and Vehicle Emissions Action Plan, those are 

the sorts of things that are being considered.  They are not necessarily things you just do 

overnight and there are processes that we have to go through.  Certainly we have been looking 

at a wide range of measures that we have to address.  Air quality has to be addressed but at the 

same time we do not want to increase CO2 either.  We want to ensure that the work that is 

being done to try to drive CO2 levels down is maintained but at the same time ensure that there 

is not an adverse effect of that in terms of air quality and addressing the air quality issues that 

we know exist. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  That wider package will be published alongside the 

feasibility study? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  Yes, by the end of the year. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  When you say “by the end of the year”, do you expect -- 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  I mean by the end of the year, i.e. 

December 2013, end of. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  Before Christmas? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  No, that is not the end of the year. 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  Coming back to Stephen’s point, just to point 

out one of the practical things that are happening now, a huge amount.  If we look to the latest 

analysis from the LAEI, buses account for something like 16% of ground transport NOx 

emissions.  There is a huge programme in place.  There is the retrofit with selective catalytic 

reduction (SCR) of 900 buses.  That is going to reduce their NOx emissions by up to 88%.  

There is of course all the stuff we are doing with the New Bus for London.  We have increased 

the number of hybrid buses.  We have 450 on the street now.  There is obviously the 



 

 

commitment to spend £18 million to bring in 900 new Euro 6 buses.  This is all happening over 

the next year or so.  It is a huge amount of investment. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  One of the questions I have asked but have not had an 

answer to yet from the Mayor is what proportion of the 600 New Buses for London fleet will be 

Euro 6 compliant?  The ones delivered this year are not. 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  The ones that are delivered from next year will 

be. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  The ones delivered from next year but no one will tell me 

what proportion of the 600 are being delivered this year and will not be compliant and what 

proportion next year and will be compliant?  That is clearly an important factor in terms of how 

clean the overall fleet is. 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  Exactly.  I can talk to TfL about making sure 

that information gets to you. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  You do not know? 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  I do not know the proportion off the top of 

my head, no. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  You do not know?  OK.  Is this a written question you have put in? 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  I have put numerous written questions in on this. 

 

Simon Birkett (Founder, Clean Air in London campaign):  If I may make two final points 

because I am very conscious of the time, the first is that a CO2 discount for central London or 

the Congestion Charging Zone is not technology neutral.  It favours diesel vehicles and in fact I 

understand that one diesel hybrid is already compliant with the 75 gram per kilometre proposal 

which I find quite astonishing.  I have tweeted about it.  A truly technology emission standard 

would take account of NO2, PM and CO2. 

  

The second and final thing I would say is that the European Commission has received lobbying 

by one or more member states and one or more cities to weaken air pollution laws.  They will 

not say which cities or which member states and it would be very helpful to get clarification, a 

publication from the Mayor in terms of any direct response he gave to the Commission’s 

consultation in the spring and as part of the Air Quality Initiative of Regions.  That is very 

important. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  It should be publicly available anyway. 

 

Simon Birkett (Founder, Clean Air in London campaign):  I would like to applaud the work 

done by the three people on my left on air quality, but there is a very serious issue.  My personal 

view is they are very severely under-resourced and the Mayor needs to put much more priority 



 

 

into tackling this public health issue.  It is the biggest public health issue after smoking.  My 

understanding is they are still working on some things they were working on a year ago.  We 

need to get rid of this bottleneck, publish these things and get on with things which comply 

with these laws. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  There were two things Simon has just raised.  Can we just confirm the 

Mayor has not been lobbying for a reduction in the overall pollution levels across Europe?  That 

is what we are alluding to. 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  I personally 

have asked this question a lot of times.  The answer is, “No, of course not”. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  OK.  That has cleared that. 

 

Simon Birkett (Founder, Clean Air in London campaign):  Can we see the consultation 

responses? 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  Yes, we should see the consultation. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  OK, we will see the consultation is dealt with.  

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  On the ultra-low discount, there is a zero 

standard attached to it because we were mindful of setting a CO2 level and showing that Euro 

standards were complied with.  As from next year, all new cars will be Euro 6. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  The one that is complying today is not Euro 6, is it? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  This vehicle that Simon is talking about?  

I do not know. 

 

Simon Birkett (Founder, Clean Air in London campaign):  It is not Euro 6. It is a diesel 

hybrid.  Anyway, I will give you details.  I tweeted about it. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  I do not know about it because the 

majority would be electric.  They are the only ones that comply. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Will we be able to see the consultation response you gave to the 

European Union? 

 

Simon Birkett (Founder, Clean Air in London campaign):  And the Air Quality Initiative of 

Regions’ response.  It is the two.  You need both. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Yes.  We will see both of those things? 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  It cannot be secret. 

 



 

 

Simon Birkett (Founder, Clean Air in London campaign):  It is the use of the word 

“flexibility” which I am very concerned about.  Flexibility means weakening. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Is that OK, Matthew? 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  I need to come 

back to you.   

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  OK.  I will do that as Chair of the Environment Committee and I will 

pursue that, OK? 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  I will come 

back.   

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  OK, I understand that, Matthew, but I will follow up. 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  On the term 

“flexibility”, we have been around this before as well.  In my view and I think a rational view - it 

has been unfairly interpreted by some in the air quality campaigning community - is that all we 

were saying was that when the Commission is looking at the compliance in different cities, they 

should look also at what they are actually doing to address air quality.  I know there has been 

some unfair criticism of how much the current Mayor has done, but in my view and again a 

rational view would show that with the amount of public resources being spent - and that is not 

free money, that is taxpayers’ money - and the amount of business compliance costs - and 

again, that is not free money, that comes from businesses- the cost to address air quality has 

been quite substantial.  It has had some effects. 

 

I know we have been going over the difficulties because of dieselisation and Euro 6 and all the 

rest of it, but what you want the Commission to be aware of is that London is a city and a 

region that is really doing what it reasonably can to address air quality.  When it comes to 

looking at all the different regions - and there are 22 - which are not in compliance, they should 

look at those who are not doing anything at all.  There are those who have stepped up and are 

doing a great deal.  That was what we meant by the term “flexibility”.  Certainly we are not 

talking about lowering any pollution standards because it would not be a sensible thing to do 

for an elected official to argue that there should be poorer air quality. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  There are cities in the United Kingdom.  York, I believe, has 

just agreed to buy nine electric buses and Nottingham 15 electric buses, yet London only four.  

To claim that we are somehow doing the most that anyone could do to clean up air seems 

slightly -- 

 

Matthew Pencharz (Mayoral Adviser Environment and Political Affairs):  We have the 

largest Low Emission Zone in Europe.  The Mayor has announced an intention to have the most 

ambitious Ultra Low Emission Zone in what we say is a reasonable and feasible amount of time.  

We have the cleanest, greenest and largest bus fleet in the world or certainly in Europe. 

 



 

 

On electric buses, you are absolutely right.  As the cost comes down and as we can prove their 

worth in the driving conditions of London, clearly we will bring them forward.  It is worth stating 

very clearly that there are no double-decker electric buses.  They just do not exist.  That is the 

point.  York can run around with a few single-decker buses.  That is fine.  Most of our fleet is 

actually double-deckers here in London, so the kit is not here yet. 

 

Stephen Knight (Deputy Chair):  We have a lot of single-decker buses in outer London as 

well. 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  Part of the issue also, though, is of course 

thinking about how we use our bus fleet and we use it exhaustively.  The average bus will work 

for 20 hours a day, which means you do not have necessarily the interpeak that you might get 

in York that provides the opportunity for recharging an electric bus.  These are issues we are 

looking at and we are working with manufactures to address these.  The challenges in London 

are very different and the ambition we have shown in terms of the other measures we put in 

place.  We are one of the leading cities in Europe in terms of the measures we are putting in 

place. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  The challenge actually for the double-

decker is absolutely huge. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  It is the size of the batteries, essentially, the weight and the space for 

them in the vehicles.  I have heard many times from manufacturers.   

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  I wanted to go back very briefly to hotspots but I will do that in a second.  

What do the figures tell us about which vehicles are responsible for most pollution?   

 

Simon Birkett (Founder, Clean Air in London campaign):  What they show is that diesel 

vehicles are responsible for about 90% of the most harmful exhaust emissions, nitrogen dioxide 

and particulate matter less than PM 2.5.  Within the ten categories that we were provided with, 

there is a very clear split between taxis, for example, where the Mayor has not given a scrappage 

scheme as we know, and diesel cars and LGVs which produce a lot of particles.  Whereas the 

gases and the nitrogen dioxide really comes from Transport for London buses.  They would be 

the biggest source.  It is taxis for the particles and diesel cars and LGVs and it is buses for the 

gases, really. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  Thank you.  Going back to hotspots, it worries me that the Ultra Low 

Emission Zone - and my mayoral manifesto had a very low emission zone, so I am supportive of 

it - just will not be enough anymore.  Because we have these hotspots all around London, it is 

not ambitious enough, the Mayor’s plan.  Would you comment on that? 

 

Simon Birkett (Founder, Clean Air in London campaign):  I could not agree more.  I gave 

some very preliminary comments based on ten minutes’ reading of the proposals but I would 

stand by those and Clean Air in London would. 

 



 

 

What we need in terms of this Ultra Low Emission Zone - and we need one or two steps towards 

it, not just some sort of magic wonder thing in seven years’ time - is at least, I would suggest, 

two tiers of Ultra Low Emission Zone.  Probably no vehicles, large pedestrianisation and electric 

vehicles ought to be the core of London.  Probably the whole area within the 

North/South Circular being Euro 6 for diesel by 2020 plus additional hotspots like, for example, 

around Heathrow.  That is really the scale of ambition that the Mayor ought to be producing to 

address that map which shows legal and public health breaches ten years after the law had to be 

complied with. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  Elliot, on the first page of this briefing you have given us from TfL, it does 

talk about the Mayor recognising other parts of London.  Have you said where those are?  Have 

you decided where those are? 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  What we have done is we took the analysis 

not, admittedly, from the latest LAEI but from the previous LAEI and we combined that with the 

various different assessments around human exposure, the number of people that might be in a 

street or in a town centre.  Using that information, we pulled together a list of 187 focus areas.  

They are not ranked in quite the same way that Simon did.  The general sense is that these are 

areas across the whole of London which require particular action and particular focus. 

 

The way we are practically using that information, to give you one example, is when we selected 

the 900 buses that are going to have the SCR retrofit to reduce their NOx emissions we 

arranged that those buses would go on routes that would go through those focus areas to 

maximise the benefit where you get the greatest exposure and the highest concentrations. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  That is really good and I am glad that something is being done outside 

central London.  We do have smog episodes sometimes with atmospheric changes and so on.  In 

these particular areas, in these hotspots, are you likely to bring in any emergency measures 

when you are having a smog episode? 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  When we started looking at the Air Quality 

Strategy, we did at one point consider if emergency measures would be appropriate.  Having 

gone through that process of analysing potential impacts in terms of not only the cost of 

emergency measures - which are very difficult to plan ahead for, obviously, because they are 

short notice - but also the dispersion impacts that you had by actually shifting air pollution from 

one area to another.  It was felt on balance that planned measures, including local measures, 

were the best balance. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  So, no, you are not going to put in any emergency measures?  Like 

airTEXT, for example, something that actually alerts people. 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  We are doing that.  We fund airTEXT. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  Smog alerts will be -- 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  Yes. 



 

 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  Not traffic restrictions? 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  People keep on thinking we are just 

looking at an Ultra Low Emission Zone for central London.  Obviously I am not very clear in 

saying that this Mayor’s Air Quality and Vehicle Emissions Action Plan, the one at the end of the 

year, is looking at the whole of London.  It is addressing the 187 focus areas that Elliot is 

referring to to identify what we can do across the piece, not just looking at the Ultra Low 

Emission Zone but for today it was about what we are doing in the Ultra Low Emission Zone. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  It is all about the fact that you have considered doing emergency 

measures but actually decided not to.  That is worrying.   

 

Simon Birkett (Founder, Clean Air in London campaign):  Two points.  First, in terms of 

hotspots, Park Lane, the A4/Brompton Road and Grosvenor Place hopefully will have a new 

family addition shortly near there, but those roads are in the top five worst roads.  Any Ultra 

Low Emission Zone categorically has to cut off this rat-run through the middle of London which 

is what we have had for the last ten years since the congestion charge was introduced.  That is 

the first thing. 

 

The second thing is that I am actually very excited.  Elliot has put on a slide presentation and 

talked about Breathe Better Days.  London will have smog tomorrow.  It may well have smog 

next week.  That will be the ninth or tenth this year.  We need these Breathe Better Days very 

soon, by September, by October.  We cannot have them in January or February next year 

because, guess what, people will say it is near the election and they will postpone them.  We 

need these Breathe Better Days which are going to be designed very cleverly, as I understand it, 

like an Olympic traffic demand management lite which will get up to 20% of people out of road 

vehicles of all sorts.  That is very exciting and we should really encourage the Mayor to please 

get on with it. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Elliot, you mentioned there were areas of greatest exposure that TfL 

knows about.  When will that list be published so people can at least know -- 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  It is widely available.  We have shared it with 

the boroughs.  We work quite closely with them.  Obviously we did our analysis but we had to 

double check with them to make sure if they any local issues or awareness which needed to be 

reflected in that work, so that is already in the public domain and I am happy to share that and 

the methodology we have used in terms of working out where those locations are. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Is it on the GLA website? 

 

Elliot Treharne (Air Quality Manager, GLA):  If it is not on the website I can send a copy to 

Ian [Williamson, Scrutiny Manager, GLA]. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  OK.  That is useful.  Navin, you have the last question.  It has been 

picked through quite a bit. 



 

 

 

Navin Shah (AM):  It is just a general question.  It is a pity Matthew is not here.  Mainly having 

had the discussion about Member’s concerns and comments and we have looked at various 

findings, the question is what are the implications of these findings for the Mayor’s proposals 

for an Ultra Low Emission Zone?  Specific to that, could the implication be that you want to 

extend the zone itself and what types of vehicles might be allowed within the zone?  It is those 

kinds of broad implications around the zone which you might want to reflect upon. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, TfL):  OK.  As I said, we will come back on that 

and we will come back with the wider measures.  The wider measures are not just related to 

what we are doing on the roads.  It is wider measures such as what others can help us do on the 

rails.  If you look at some of the proposals we have for encouraging the electrification from 

Gospel Oak to Barking and getting the monies for that, all these things will help. 

 

Simon Birkett (Founder, Clean Air in London campaign):  It has great importance, this 

information and the fact that people can now search, put their postcode in on 

howpollutedismyroad.org.uk and find out what is actually near them in terms of diesel exhaust.  

It has big implications for identifying the areas. 

 

The final thing I would like to say on a closely related point is, frankly, we need a similar map of 

Tube dust in the London Underground because the Mayor says it is safe and it is not safe and 

needs to be kept as low as possible.  We would like to see the same underground as we now 

have overground, please. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Simon, thanks for reminding us of the one area we did not cover in 

this meeting which we did think about but it is too late to do that. 

 

I thank Simon, Elliot and Michèle for your contributions this morning.  They will certainly be 

taken on board in our discourse on what we feel the Mayor needs to do to get on top of the air 

pollution problem in London.  Thank you very much. 


