
London Assembly – response to national Air Quality Plan 
consultation June 2017 

This response has been compiled by the London Assembly Environment Committee on 
behalf of the Assembly. It is agreed by the Chair under delegated authority, in consultation 
with all Party Groups. The response as a whole is supported by all committee members; 
some specific points where Party Group positions depart from the details of the response 
are noted. 

Q1 How satisfied are you that the proposed measures set out in this 
consultation will address the problem of nitrogen dioxide as quickly as 
possible? 

The plans in the current consultation do not reduce NO2 pollution as quickly as possible. The 
projected compliance date, 2025, is the same as that in the previous draft plan, which was 
ruled unlawful by the High Court. While a rigorous determination of how quickly compliance 
can be achieved will not necessarily result in a projected achievement date at a round five 
years, we consider that compliance should be achieved around 2020 rather than 2025.  

The Supreme Court ruled in 2015 that all feasible, effective and proportionate measures 
must be considered, and a plan put in place to achieve compliance as soon as possible. 
Therefore a valid plan must proactively identify and evaluate a full range of options, and 
demonstrate why rejected options would not be feasible, effective or proportionate, as well 
as setting out new actions that are and how they will be urgently taken forward. The plans 

set out do not consider all the available options, including a number of important options 
noted in this consultation response.  

As well as the limit values, it must be remembered that the real factor behind the drive to 
reduce pollution is the increased illness, impaired childhood development and death that 
pollution brings about. Health impacts rise and fall with the level of pollution, both above 
and below the limits, so there is a strong case for rapid pollution reductions both towards 
and beyond those limit values.  

Q2 What do you consider to be the most appropriate way for local authorities 
in England to determine the arrangements for a Clean Air Zone, and the 
measures that should apply within it? What factors should local authorities 
consider when assessing impacts on businesses? 

The Assembly is engaged in a separate dialogue with the Mayor of London, who has 
proposed an enlarged Ultra Low Emission Zone. 

Regarding the rest of the UK, which does contribute to background pollution in London, we 
would note that the most appropriate way to determine arrangements for Clean Air Zones is 
to set them up to reduce exposure to limit exceedances as soon as possible, which have 
been breached persistently in many places for seven years already. 



While the plans says that Clean Air Zone proposals are not required to include a charging 

zone, the experience of London demonstrates that charging is the most effective means of 
deterring polluting vehicles.1 

Q3 How can government best target any funding to support local communities 
to cut air pollution? What options should the Government consider further, 
and what criteria should it use to assess them? 

Funding should be targeted according to the potential to reduce the harm from air 
pollution. This should mean that schemes offering the greatest reduction of pollutant levels, 
benefiting the greatest number of people exposed, are likely to merit the most funding.  

Detailed comparative and quantified evaluations will be required, but schemes making 
strong impacts on emissions in highly-polluted urban areas with high densities of residents, 

workers, visitors or other occupants seem most likely to meet these criteria. 

The plan rightly encourages the use of public transport, cycling, walking and car sharing. 
However, it also needs to require traffic reduction. The proposals should set out specific 
funding support for cycling and walking measures. 

Q3 (continued) Are there other measures which could be implemented at a 
local level, represent value for money, and that could have a direct and rapid 
impact on air quality? Examples could include targeted investment in local 
infrastructure projects. 

If local and regional/devolved authorities are expected to take the greater part of the action 

against pollution, they certainly require the powers and funding to make this action 
effective. The Mayor of London is seeking powers to regulate emissions from construction 
sites and machinery, and from waterway traffic, and powers to better regulate Private Hire 
Vehicles. These powers should be drawn up in consultation with the Mayor and granted as a 
matter of urgency. 

Emissions from wood burning should also be better regulated and the Mayor and/or local 
authorities. Either the Mayor or local authorities should be given the powers and 
enforcement resources necessary to renew, update and apply regulations on fireplaces and 
solid fuel burners.  

Q3 (continued) How can government best target any funding to mitigate the 
impact of certain measures to improve air quality on local businesses, 
residents and those travelling into towns and cities to work? Examples could 
include targeted scrappage schemes, for both cars and vans, as well as support 
for retrofitting initiatives. How could mitigation schemes be designed in order 
to maximise value for money, target support where it is most needed, reduce 
complexity and minimise scope for fraud? 

                                                 
1 The UKIP Group does not agree with this point on charging zones.  The GLA Conservative Group considers that 
charging should be a matter for local decision. 



Consideration should be given to the role of all elements of air pollution policy in 

contributing to pollution reduction, as well as in equitably distributing financial costs. For 
example, a scrappage scheme for the most polluting vehicles, such as pre-Euro 6 diesels, is 
likely to enhance and enable the effect of the London ULEZ and other clean air zones in 
terms of fleet composition. This is why it has been advocated by successive Mayors of 
London and supported by the London Assembly.2  

Another Mayoral proposal is for the Vehicle Excise Duty raised from Londoners to be 
retained in London, perhaps to fund nationally strategic roads within the capital, freeing 
Transport for London’s resources to tackle air quality. We also support this proposal.3 

Value for money calculations must include the anticipated impact of the schemes on human 
exposure to pollution, the resulting costs in terms of ill-health, and the cost to the National 
Health Service. 

Q4 How best can governments work with local communities to monitor local 
interventions and evaluate their impact? 

Given the national government’s obligations to ensure compliance with air pollution limits, 
an overall framework of standards and methods, together with adequate resourcing, makes 
an essential contribution from national government to monitoring across the country. 
Where local and regional authorities are designing interventions, and more broadly setting 
public health strategies and local air quality management, they will need to be closely 
involved in the detailed design of baseline and impact monitoring in their areas. The 
Government should encourage local councils to involve local people as they develop local 
plans to reduce pollution, to maximise positive outcomes. 

Q5 Which vehicles should be prioritised for government-funded retrofit 
schemes? 

The most polluting vehicles, operating for the longest hours in the highest-exposure areas, 
should be prioritised. This is likely to include buses, light goods vehicles, taxis and minicabs. 
It may also include non-road mobile machinery and secondary engines. There may be merit 
in designing schemes that specifically enable retrofit in sectors where older or otherwise 
more polluting vehicles tend to remain in operation, such as in small businesses. 

Q6 What type of environmental and other information should be made 
available to help consumers choose which cars to buy? 

CO2, NO2 and particulate (specifically PM2.5) emissions are essential. A true picture of 
emissions in real driving, especially in conditions reflecting urban driving, is vital – recent 
scandals have rightly undermined consumers’ faith in current lab test figures.  

CO2 and other emissions per km should be given greater prominence compared to fuel 
consumption in litres. Diesel, being denser than petrol, for each litre delivers a greater mass 
of fuel and so both drives further but also creates greater emissions. Therefore traditional 

                                                 
2 The Green Group consider that any scrappage scheme should encourage modal shift from private vehicles to 
public transport, cycling and walking. 
3 The UKIP Group do not support the change to VED 



fuel economy figures in litres per 100km give diesel an illusory advantage, if they are taken 

as a proxy for emissions efficiency. 

Q7 How could the Government further support innovative technological 
solutions and localised measures to improve air quality? 

We have not taken evidence in detail on new technological solutions and have already 
covered a number of localised measures in this response. We have previously 
recommended greater support for ultra-low emission vehicles and their necessary charging 
or fuelling infrastructure. Localised measures should favour public transport and new street 
design to enable trips by walking and cycling. The emphasis on smoothing traffic flow and 
removing speed humps should be abandoned, with efforts focussed on boosting active 
travel.4  

Q8 Do you have any other comments on the draft UK Air Quality Plan for 
tackling nitrogen dioxide? 

The Government is legally obliged to implement all feasible, effective and proportionate 

measures to reduce air pollution as soon as possible. It also has a duty to the people of the 
UK to reduce their exposure to deadly air pollution. Therefore, as well as the local measures 
that are reported in the draft plan, there needs to be a much stronger national framework 
backed up with specific measures, plus additional powers and resources for local action.  

National action should begin with a new Clean Air Act, with a legally enforceable right to 
clean air, at standards at least as strict as those in force today.5  

Specific measures for consideration at the national level should include reform of Vehicle 

Excise Duty, Fuel Duty and a diesel scrappage scheme, to reflect the emissions of the 
relevant fuel and vehicles types of toxic pollutants as well as CO2. The behavioural effect of 
these immediate and highly-visible fiscal incentives could make a strong contribution to 
reducing toxic emissions.  

The Government could also provide greater support to local planning policies on air quality, 
including the ‘air quality neutral’ provisions in the London Plan. Changes to planning policy 
have made these provisions harder to apply effectively. 

There remains an urgent need for a more-effective replacement for the Green Deal and 
Energy Company Obligation, and more generally for much more effective action to improve 
energy efficiency and reduce emissions from homes, both of toxic pollutants and of CO2. 
Progress in London on workplace and domestic energy efficiency has not been fast enough, 

and Government policy has not provided effective support to local and regional actions.6 

                                                 
4 The GLA Conservative and UKIP Groups do not support the committee majority’s scepticism on speed hump 
removal and traffic smoothing. 
Conversely, the Green Group supports the main text of the response but also says that traffic-reduction tools such 
as road pricing should be implemented. Such charges can vary by time of day, distance travelled and the emissions 
of the vehicle being driven. Fairness issues can be addressed with exceptions for essential workers such as 
midwives and care workers who carry heavy equipment. 
5 The GLA Conservative Group does not support the call for a new Clean Air Act. 
6 The GLA Conservative Group does not endorse this opinion on progress in London and Government policy on 
energy efficiency. 



A valid Air Quality Plan will identify these proposals and others as options, will evaluate their 

feasibility and effectiveness, and will adopt as many as are necessary to achieve compliance 
as soon as possible. The reasons for not adopting other measures will then be transparent, 
as will the justification for the proposed timescale for compliance.  

We recognise that the Government is moving forward with its plan to improve air quality, 
but would prefer the UK Air Quality Plan to include a much wider set of proposals, and more 
detailed analysis of their effectiveness, in particular by including those proposals that we 
have recommended in our submission. By including these proposals we believe that earlier 
compliance with limit values can be achieved, which is essential for health outcomes.  

 

We have responded separately to the recent consultation on the expansion of Heathrow 
Airport, but note here again that it is projected to increase pollutant levels in some of the 
most polluted parts of London, already in breach of limit values. We therefore oppose its 
expansion. The decision on Heathrow expansion cannot be taken in isolation from the air 
quality plan, and the air quality plan cannot ignore Heathrow expansion when showing 
whether the UK Government is taking all feasible, effective and proportionate steps to 
reduce air pollution as soon as possible.  


