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Would the policies for air quality and water infrastructure assist in creating a healthy city 
in accordance with Policy GG3 and provide an effective strategic context for the 

preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans?  

 

I am concerned that Policy SI1 is predicated on the idea that there is “poor air quality” 

and it is only that which needs to be improved. The implication of this approach is that if 

a development proposal is in an area which does not fall within an area of “poor air 

quality” it would be acceptable for that development to worsen the air quality in that 
location, presumably until it reaches the threshold of “poor air quality”. I would argue 

that a more aggressive approach is required to improve air quality everywhere in 

London. 

One problem with the current approach is that there is no clear definition of what is 

“poor air quality”. Indeed, current expert medical/public health opinion is that there is 

no such thing as “safe levels of air pollution”; all air pollution, they believe, has an 
adverse effect on health. By implication 9.1.1 seems to say that WHO targets are good 

enough. These set targets which are dangerous to be above; that does not mean safe 

when below! 

The other problem with the focus on “poor air quality” areas is that air pollution does not 

respect boundaries and pollution created in one location can travel large distances, and 

indeed can survive for long periods and so increases anywhere can become cumulative. 
So pollution created as a result of a development proposal in an area which falls outside 

an area with “poor air quality” could both damage the health of a person in that location 

or travel outside that location and result in “poor air quality” somewhere else when 

aggregated with pollution from elsewhere and that created in the past. 

I suggest the approach which would fit within the objectives set out in GG3, “DB. to 

improve London’s air quality” and “B. …promote more active and healthy lives…” would 

seek to ensure: 
1. Development proposals should: 

a. Reduce the production of air pollution resulting from the use of the competed 

development, whether actually by the development itself, from any potential 

lawful use of that development and from access and egress from the building 

compared to the air pollution that could reasonably expected to arise from the 

site, in a permitted use, before the commencement of the development 
proposal. 

b. That reduction should be in proportion to the level of air pollution within the 

proximity of the development proposal, with larger reductions expected in more 

highly polluted locations and lower reductions in less polluted locations. 

c. That reduction should also take into account the number and vulnerability of 

people likely to be exposed to any pollution resulting in the way described in 1 
above either directly of indirectly from the permitted development. For 

example, locations with large numbers of people, and/or with children or elderly 

people would require a larger reduction than a location with few people exposed 

to that pollution. 

2-4. As existing 

5.  Already deleted 

6.  This policy seems to imply by the words “were emissions need to be reduced” that 
there could be developments where it does not need to be reduced. This seems to 

contradict the overarching policy in GG3 to improve air quality and 9.1.2 “to ensure 

that new developments ….improve local air quality….”  

 

9.1.2 This paragraph seems to set out the approach I am advocating. 
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Are the individual policies and detailed criteria justified and necessary and would they 

provide an effective basis for development management? In particular:  
a) Are the requirements in Policy SI1 clear and will they be effective in improving air 

quality whilst delivering the homes Londoners need in accordance with Policy GG4?  
 

Generally, the policy is clearly necessary. It is generally agreed that the current poor air 
quality is the worse public health crisis experienced in London for 60 years. Thousand of 

Londoner’s are dying early every year as a result of toxic air. 

You are better qualified than me to judge the efficacy of them as a basis for 

development management. 

However, as set out above, I am suggesting that the Policy and the following description 

are not only unclear, they are inconsistent, one with the other. As such I do not believe 
that they would be effective in improving air quality.  

 

These policies are entirely development control measures. Elsewhere the London Plan 

sets out objectives for the Mayor and the boroughs. Should this section contain these 

sorts of objectives. For example, some reference to the Ultra-Low Emission Zone, School 

Air Quality Audits, Cleaner Air Boroughs and the Mayor’s Air Quality Fund. 
 

The policies proposed in the London Plan and proposed by the Mayor outside the plan 

will take many years to achieve even the legal maximum pollution levels, those we were 

legally obliged to achieve by 2011. Should there be measures that require the Mayor and 

the boroughs to mitigate the situation for vulnerable groups (children and elderly 

people) in the interim?  

For example: 
“The Mayor will support and encourage boroughs and schools to undertake School Air 

Quality Audits and to then support the implementation of the recommendations in those 

audits.” 

“The Mayor will support and encourage boroughs and schools to undertake Air Quality 

Audits for all premises used by elderly people such as care homes or daycentres and to 

then support the implementation of the recommendations in those audits.” 
 

London’s poor air quality is the largest public health threat for 60 years. It is also a 

significant threat to the economic vitality of the city. It has a significant negative effect 

on inward investment and location decisions. The London Plan needs to be ambitious 

and “joined up” with the many other Mayoral initiatives to help deal with this important 

issue. 


