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INTRODUCTION 
1. This is the written response of the Richmond Heathrow Campaign (RHC) to Transport for 

London’s (TfL) consultation on Changes to the Low Emission Zone and Expansion of the 
Ultra Low Emission Zone. 

 
2. RHC represents three amenity groups in the London Borough of Richmond upon Thames: The 

Richmond Society, The Friends of Richmond Green, and the Kew Society, which together have 
over 2000 members. The members of our amenity groups are adversely affected by poor air 
quality and road congestion and railway overcrowding in west London.  

 
3. Over recent years we have undertaken extensive research on Heathrow and submitted a large 

number of papers to the Airports Commission and others - all of which can be found at 
www.richmondheathrowcampaign.org .  Some of these deal with Heathrow’s surface access 
and air quality. 

 
4. RHC’s concern is with the adverse environmental impact of Heathrow and its expansion. We 

appreciate Heathrow pollution is not a specific issue addressed by the current ULEZ consultation 
and that The Mayor’s London Plan, and Transport and Environment Strategies are probably 
better able to deal specifically with Heathrow issues along with Government and local authority 
policies.   
 

5. We ask please that our responses to the Mayor’s consultations on the draft Transport Strategy 
October 2017 and the draft Environment Strategy November 2017 be taken into account. To 
avoid duplication here we recommend that the two responses be viewed on our website.        

 
6. We have answered the formal consultation questions in Annex 2.   
 
MAYOR’s PROPOSALS 
7. We agree with the ULEZ consultation’s premise that poor air quality is causing harm to people’s 

health and needs to be reduced as soon as possible. The impact on people’s health and 
especially the young and vulnerable is severe and intolerable.  

 
8. The Kew Society, one of RHC’s constituent organisations, has responded to the current TfL 

consultation and we fully support their response which we attach as an Annex 1. In summary 
we support:  

 
a. The proposed strengthening with new standards of the LEZ for heavy vehicles, which 

zone already covers wider-London. As argued by the Kew Society, we seek a start date 
of October 2019 instead of the Mayor’s proposed October 2020. Wider-London covers 
all 33 boroughs and includes Heathrow. 

 
b. The proposed expansion of the ULEZ area for lighter vehicles and cars from Central 

London. As argued by the Kew Society, we believe the zone should expand to cover 
wider-London and not only the area bounded by the north and south circular roads (i.e. 
Inner London) as proposed by the Mayor. Also, as argued by the Kew Society, we seek a 
start date of October 2020 instead of the Mayor’s proposed October 2021. 
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9. As the current consultation shows, pollution emissions overall are reducing due to less polluting 
vehicles and other factors but they need to be reduced at a faster rate given the harm to 
peoples’ health. Hence we support the Mayor’s interventions now proposed to accelerate the 
reduction in pollution over the medium term. Over the longer term the impact from 
intervention as proposed by the Mayor reduces as the vehicle fleet trends towards zero 
emissions. Now is the time to act.  The following chart taken from the consultation page 64 
illustrates the point well. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 
10. The grounds for our support are those explained in the Kew Society’s response but in addition 

we add the need to reduce pollution around Heathrow, as explained in our responses to the 
Mayor’s Transport and Environment Strategies. We make brief reference to these responses as 
follows. 

 
THE MAYOR’S TRANSPORT AND ENVIRONMENT STRATEGIES 
11. The Mayor’s draft Environment Strategy 2017 had very few references to Heathrow or aviation 

but we recognise that the air quality issues are considered in the draft Transport Strategy 2017 
where we partially agreed with Policy 20 and Proposal 96.  Our approach differs from the 
Mayor’s because we do no believe Heathrow should be expanded under any circumstances 
(economic and environmental). 

 
a. Policy 20 The Mayor will continue to oppose expansion of Heathrow airport unless it can 

be shown that no new noise or air quality harm would result and the benefits of future 
regulatory and technology improvements would be fairly shared with affected 
communities. Any such expansion must also demonstrate how the surface access 
networks will be invested in to accommodate the resultant additional demand alongside 
background growth. 

 
b. Proposal 96 The Mayor will seek a commitment from Government to fund and deliver 

within an appropriate timescale the extensive transport measures required to support 
the expansion of Heathrow. 

 
12. Regarding surface access we said in our response to the draft Transport Strategy “There is no 

credible plan for the investment in surface access required to serve not only the current number 
of terminating passengers but expansion with two runways and still more the expansion with 
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three runways. The negative impact on air quality and comfort and convenience of Londoners 
and Heathrow passengers will be severe without considerable investment of at least £10 billion 
in surface access.”  

 
13. The Mayor’s draft Environment Strategy does deal specifically with Heathrow in Proposal 4.2.2b 

and this we support:  
“The Mayor opposes any airport expansion in London unless it can show that there is no 
unacceptable impact on air quality and that GHG emissions are minimised (our underlining). This 
will include: 

• demonstrating airport expansion will not cause new excedances of the UK air quality 
standards or increase of existing areas of exceedance, 
• demonstrating airport expansion will not increase exposure to pollution where 
improvements in local or regional air quality have been, or will be, secured by other 
Mayoral, local or national policies, 
• demonstrating airport development or expansion has incorporated Air Quality Positive 
principles and other Mayoral policies to minimise the impact of development, including 
impacts during the construction phase.” 

 
THE IMPACT OF HEATHROW ON AIR QUALITY 
14. Regarding Heathrow, there are reasons for pollution increasing. In a two runway case,  

terminating passengers who travel to/from the airport are expected to increase from 55 million 
in 2016 to 90 million by 2050 on account of large aircraft loads and a decreased proportion of 
international-to-international transfer passengers. In a three runway case, terminating 
passengers are expected to increase to 117 million by 2050 on account of both larger aircraft 
loads and a 50% increase in the number of flights. (DfT Demand Forecasts 2017).  

 
15. There is also sizable population growth adding to background pollution and potentially 

increasing the numbers of people exposed to roadside pollution. Also, increased staffing and 
freight add to road use and pollution.   

 
16. In both the two and three runway cases the increase in terminating passengers may be curtailed 

by a mode shift to public transport (according to Heathrow from 40% to 50% or 55% ) but this 
still leaves a substantial increase in passengers using roads to access Heathrow (i.e. 53 million 
passengers in 2050 assuming expansion compared to 33 million today or 25 million in 2050 in 
the Baseline case where there is no increase in terminating passengers from today).   

 
17. Emissions per passenger would have to reduce by around 40% (1-33/53) to avoid any increase in 

pollution from today. Compared to the Baseline case there would be a doubling of emissions 
(53/25) on the assumption the vehicle fleet is broadly the same in emission terms  in the 
expansion and Baseline cases.  In order for there to be no risk of an increase in emissions 
compared to the Baseline case there would need to be no increase in passengers, staff or freight 
using the roads. This would require a mode shift to around 70% public transport and in the case 
of freight, which is all by road, a change to a zero emission fleet of freight vehicles.  The 
incremental pollution impact of Heathrow expansion compared to the Baseline case depends on 
the trend towards zero emission vehicles. Clearly, if and when the vehicle fleet reaches zero 
emissions, for example, there would be no impact from expansion.  

 
18. We do not believe the introduction of less polluting vehicles and shift to public transport will be 

fast enough to prevent there being an increase in air pollution resulting from Heathrow’s 
unconstrained expansion in either the two or three runway cases. It is essential that Heathrow’s 
growth of terminating passengers is constrained within a pollution envelope that ensures 
growth does not add pollution to the Baseline pollution at any time in the future, even if the 
increase is temporary and before a subsequent reduction.  



 

 

19. It is important to recognise the test on the impact of Heathrow’s expansion does not only 
concern the issue of pollution levels complying with fixed limit values.  The law also requires 
developments to reduce emissions: 

 
i. The UK Air Quality Plan July 2017 says ‘The focus of this plan is on government’s most 

immediate air quality challenge: to reduce concentrations of NO2 around roads. The 
aim is to achieve the statutory limit values for the whole of the UK within the shortest 
possible time.’  Broadly, we concur with this objective as far as it goes and note the 
operative word is ‘reduce’ so that an increase in NO2 would be contrary to the stated 
objective. Also, any lengthening of time to meeting the statutory limits would be 
contrary to the objective. 

 
ii. We note that the Airports Commission’s stated objective in appraising air quality was 

“to improve air quality consistent with EU standards and local planning requirements’ 
(our italics). The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that sustainable 
development should contribute to reducing pollution (our italics) . The National 
Policy Statement for National Networks, specific to nationally significant 
infrastructure projects, requires the Secretary of State to “give air quality 
considerations substantial weight”.   

 
iii. Therefore, on the face of it the UK Air Quality Plan is consistent with the air quality 

objectives in Planning law in seeking to reduce air pollution.  
 
20. We realise this is not a matter being directly considered by the current consultation but two 

things are relevant and important. 
 

a. It is essential that Heathrow’s expansion with or without a 3rd runway does not take credit 
from a reduction in pollution now or in the future on account of  the strengthening of the 
LEZ and extension of the ULEZ. It must be shown that Heathrow does not increase 
pollution.  The Baseline case, against which Heathrow’s pollution needs to be compared, 
should include the benefits from strengthening the LEZ and expanding the area of the ULEZ. 

 
b. The tests for Heathrow’s pollution should not just rely on measurements from time to time 

of actual emissions and concentrations but should be based on long term forecasts. This 
requires modelling of the future levels of pollution. While history tells us that forecasting  
air pollution has not been as accurate as one would like it should be possible to develop a 
robust model that takes account of uncertainty over time. The test for Heathrow is that at 
no time in the future should its pollution impact exceed the Baseline case. 

 
21. Given what we say above, we believe it is essential that there be intervention by the Mayor and 

the Government to reduce harmful air pollution not only from non-Heathrow sources but from 
Heathrow related sources such as surface access.  

 
Contact details: 
Peter Willan, BSC Eng(Hons), MBA, ARSM, FCMA, FEI, HonRCM 
Chair, Richmond Heathrow Campaign 
 
Email: willan829@btinternet.com      www.richmondheathrowcampaign.org 
 
Annex 1: Kew Society’s Response to the Mayor’s LEZ and ULEZ consultation Feb 2018 
Annex 2: Response to the formal consultation questions.  



Patrons: Sir Donald Insall CBE • Baroness Tonge of Kew • Gudrun Edwards • Sir David Durie KCMG • Nick Baird CMG   
13 Ruskin Avenue, Kew, Richmond, Surrey TW9 4DR.    www.kewsociety.org   Registered Charity Number: 1173016 

 

  

7 February 2018 

 
Dear sir/madam, 

CHANGES TO THE ULTRA LOW EMISSION ZONE AND LOW EMISSION ZONE 

We have carefully considered your consultation document on the Ultra Low Emission Zone 

(ULEZ) and Low Emission Zone (LEZ) and wish to make a number of points we hope you will 

take into account. By way of background: 

x Kew, a ward of the London Borough of Richmond, has over 11,000 residents. The 
South Circular Road (A205), proposed as the boundary for the Inner London ULEZ, 
runs through Kew;  

x The Kew Society has over 700 members many of whom are very concerned about 
poor air quality and traffic density in our area; 

x The South Circular Road in Kew carries 15,000 daily traffic movements (AADFs) 
between Chalker’s Corner and Kew Road (A307), and 28.000 movements (AADFs) as it 
passes over Kew Green. (Department forTransport Road Traffic Statistics); 

x Air quality along the Kew section of the South Circular Road, which is residential, is 
very poor. The annual mean NO2 concentration at the junction of Kent Road and the 
South Circular was 56μg/m3, exceeding the EU/UK legal limit (40μg/m3), as it has every 
year since 2003 (London Borough of Richmond upon Thames).  The legal limit for 
PM10s is exceeded on the section of the South Circular approaching Kew Bridge 
(London Atmospheric Emissions Inventory 2013 update, published 2016); 

x Three primary schools (Queens, Kew College, and Riverside) are sited adjacent to the 
South Circular Road in Kew, a particular cause of concern for our children’s health. 

We are thus very supportive of the Mayor of London’s mission to reduce the level of polluting 
traffic and to clean up the air we breathe in London and, of course, in our own locality.  
However we believe that he should be more ambitious (i) in the timing proposed for 
introducing new emissions standards for heavy vehicles in the existing LEZ and (ii) in the 
size of the area proposed for the ULEZ for light vehicles and cars and for its start date.  

 

 

 

ANNEX 1 



Patrons: Sir Donald Insall CBE • Baroness Tonge of Kew • Gudrun Edwards • Sir David Durie KCMG • Nick Baird CMG   
13 Ruskin Avenue, Kew, Richmond, Surrey TW9 4DR.    www.kewsociety.org   Registered Charity Number: 1173016 

 

  

Proposals for HGV’s, coaches and buses for the Low Emission Zone  

(p.39, Supporting Information Document [SID]) 

The Low Emission Zone (LEZ), covering most of Greater London, was phased in from 2008. 
97% of HGVs and 99% of large vans are now compliant with the current LEZ standards (Euro 
IV), helping to remove the most polluting vehicles from Greater London (page 14 and Figure 
1, SID).   

An estimated 3000 HGVs and 800 non Transport for London (TfL) buses and coaches per day 
in the LEZ do not comply with the more rigorous Euro VI emission standards (table 10, page 
41 SID).  Thus, given the compelling need to achieve further improvements in air quality 
across the whole of London, we strongly support the Mayor’s proposal to require heavy 
vehicles entering the LEZ to meet Euro VI emissions standards from 26th October 2020. The 
Mayor estimates this would reduce NOx concentrations London wide by 19% and PM10/ 
PM2.5 by 1% in 2021 (page 106, SID). Given this prediction of an immediate and dramatic 
effect of lowering NOx levels we urge the Mayor to introduce Euro VI emissions for heavy 
vehicles in the LEZ from October 2019.   

We appreciate that implementation of Euro VI standards will cause financial problems for 
some businesses as they upgrade their fleet to meet the new emission requirements. 
However for many businesses such problems will be the same whether Euro VI is introduced 
in 2019 or 2020.   This must be weighed against the fact that 10,000 Londoners per year die 
prematurely because of toxic air quality and, if the Mayor’s prediction for radically improved 
air quality is correct, many deaths and much ill health in 2020 could be avoided by the earlier 
implementation of Euro VI in the LEZ in 2019.  

Proposals for TfL buses 

(p.45 Supporting Information Document) 

We agree that all TfL buses, as major contributors of NOx in London, should be required to 
meet the same emission standards as other heavy vehicles. We note with approval the 
statements in this section of the SID that all TfL buses operating in the current Congestion 
Charging Zone should comply with Euro VI emission standards by 2019 and that single decker 
buses in that zone will all be zero emission by 2020. We also support the introduction of 12 
low emission bus zones in other parts of London to deal with the worst pollution hot spots 
and we already see the benefit of the first to be introduced in 2017 in Putney High Street, our 
near neighbour. However we are less impressed with the Mayor’s ambition, detailed in his 
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London Environment Strategy, 2017, that all TfL buses should be zero emission by 2037. We 
are assured in the Strategy that new double decker buses will be hybrid, electric, or hydrogen 
powered from 2018, and that new single decker buses will be zero emission from 2020.  
Given this, we propose that a more ambitious programme for retiring older more polluting 
buses should be adopted immediately so that the total fleet will be zero emission long 
before 2037. We understand there would be cost implications in bringing this date forward to 
say, 2030.  However we suggest that a faster programme for retiring older buses and 
renewing the fleet would also stimulate Londoners to increase their use of this very important 
arm of public transport which, in turn, would have an added benefit for air quality by 
reducing car usage. 

Proposals for cars and light vehicles 

(p.46 Supporting Information Document) 

We agree that the proposals for heavy vehicles are not sufficient alone to tackle London’s 
air quality problems. The SID records that light vehicles, whilst individually less polluting, 
make up a far greater percentage of traffic in Inner London and therefore contribute to a 
great proportion of emissions overall (Section 5.1 page 34, and page 46, SID). In Kew 80% of 
the traffic movements on the South Circular and over Kew Bridge are light vehicles (TfL Road 
Traffic Statistics). We propose that light vehicles also make up a far greater percentage of 
the traffic London wide and therefore contribute a great proportion of the emissions in Outer 
London.  Thus we stress that it is essential to reduce emissions from light vehicles on a 
London wide basis.  

Currently cars and light vehicles driving in the London Central Congestion Zone (CCZ) must 
comply with Euro 4 standards, or pay the T-charge in addition to the congestion charge. We 
fully support the proposal that from 2019 diesel-powered cars and light vehicles will have 
to comply with Euro 6 emission standards, and that the period over which charges will 
apply for both non-compliant petrol and diesel vehicles will extend to 24hours/7days per 
week. These changes will form the initial Ultra Low Emission Zone (ULEZ, page 33, Figure 11, 
SID).    

The Mayor proposes expanding the ULEZ from October 25th 2021. Euro 4 (for petrol), or Euro 
6 (for diesel) emission standards will continue to apply to cars and light vans but within an 
expanded ULEZ extending out to the North and South Circular Roads (page 46, SID). The 
expanded zone is referred to as Inner London. 

The Mayor estimates that 100,000 of 540,000 cars entering the Inner London ULEZ each day 
would be non-compliant.  The impact of these changes, modelled for 2025, suggest a 9% 
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reduction in NOx emissions from cars in Inner London (excluding the CCZ) and an 8% 
reduction in Outer London (page 66, Table 27, SID). The latter is presumably a “knock-on” 
effect since Outer London is outside the expanded ULEZ in this proposal, but this is not 
explained in the SID.  

We fully support the proposal to expand the ULEZ for cars and other light vehicles but we 
propose that the expansion should go beyond the North and South Circular Roads to cover 
the whole of the LEZ.  
 
We note that the Environment Committee of the London Assembly, responding to the ULEZ 
consultation (phase 3a) on behalf of the London Assembly, also strongly supports extension 
of ULEZ across the whole LEZ. 
(https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/london_assembly_ulez_3a_response.pdf). 
  
Our proposal for extending the ULEZ throughout the LEZ area is based on the following 
considerations:-  

¾ We accept that the revised LEZ standards for heavy vehicles, and particularly buses, 
will lower NOx significantly in Outer London. However, after this reduction, parts of 
the Circular Roads and some hotspots on Outer London’s major roads (7%) remain 
polluted, even by 2025 (Figure 45, page 81, Figure 59, page109 and Figure 60, page 
110). Representing the reduction in NOx emissions in percentage terms for the whole 
of Outer London (population over 5 million, Table 35, p83), as in Table 45 (page 110), 
is misleading.  If you live in a pollution hotspot beside a polluted main road, your 
health will be compromised and you may die an early death. We propose that if diesel 
cars and light vehicles in Outer London had to comply with Euro 6 emission 
standards, there would be further decreases in NOx in the area which would help to 
ameliorate this situation; 
 

¾ The SID informs us that without ULEZ expansion about 12,000 people are forecast to 
still live in areas of exceedance in 2025, but that this is expected to fall to about 3,000 
with the Mayor’s proposals (page 81). This is still a very large number of people 
blighted with air pollution, even though it may be a very small percentage of London’s 
total population. All Londoners should have the same entitlement to clean air and 
the regulations which aim to achieve it, whether they live in Central, Inner or Outer 
London.  We ask the Mayor to be more ambitious with his proposals for the ULEZ by 
at least extending it to the LEZ boundary. In contrast to Mayor Khan’s conservative 
proposal for a ULEZ extending only to the Circular roads, the Mayor of Paris will ban all 
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diesel-engine vehicles from her city by 2024, and petrol-engined vehicles by 2030 (Le 
Monde, 24 January 2018); 
 

¾ Drawing the ULEZ boundary at the Circular Roads will encourage non-compliant 
vehicles to avoid charges by staying just outside the ULEZ. As an example, currently, in 
South West London, cars travelling from Wandsworth, or Putney to the M4 or West 
London, would normally go north across Wandsworth or Putney Bridge and make for 
Hammersmith and thence to the A4 and motorway. The present ULEZ proposal 
extends up to, but does not include the Circular roads. Thus non-compliant cars and 
light vehicles could avoid the charge by taking the South Circular Road through the 
highly congested areas of Barnes, East Sheen and Kew, crossing the river at Kew 
Bridge to join the M4 at Chiswick Roundabout. Numerous examples of this sort could 
be given, all having in common that more polluting vehicles will focus on the already 
polluted and congested South Circular Road. The Mayor must avoid creating this 
situation through his proposals. With respect to the North Circular Road, we note 
that the section nearest to Kew, between Chiswick Roundabout and the junction 
with the A40 at Hanger Lane, is currently the most congested route in the UK during 
peak hours (http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-42917201). This reinforces our 
view that the Mayor must avoid creating even more traffic (and pollution) on this 
road through his proposals; 
 

¾ The London Borough of Richmond identified four Air Quality Focus Areas in its Air 
Quality Action Plan 2017-2022. These are deemed worthy of special attention since 
they not only exceed EU air quality standards for NOx but are also locations of high 
human exposure. Three of the AQ Focus Areas (Upper Richmond Road to Chalkers 
Corner on the South Circular (A205), Richmond Town Centre, and Twickenham Town 
Centre) will lie outside the ULEZ if the boundary is to the inner side of the South 
Circular. 25-40% of the NOx at these AQ Focus Areas comes from diesel cars and vans 
(LBRuT AQAP 2017).  Action point 22 of Richmond’s AQAP states that “if the ULEZ 
extends only to the South Circular Road, many of the Borough’s town centres will 
remain outside the ULEZ and may be subject to displacement of higher emission 
vehicles. The ideal outcome for the London Borough of Richmond would be the 
extension of the ULEZ to all London Boroughs”. We strongly support our Borough’s 
ideal.  Without this extension the Borough would have to introduce Clean Air Zones to 
reduce air pollution in these AQ Focus areas. We propose that only the most radical 
approach – introducing charging clean air zones to restrict traffic entry - would be 
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sufficient to bring air quality within these particular AQ Focus Areas to legal levels. 
This would not be popular! Moreover it would be a piecemeal solution  
as we suspect that other Boroughs which have the Circular roads running through 
them have a similar situation with AQ focus areas to Richmond. Thus rather than 
having multiple CAZs surrounding a ULEZ demarcated by the South and North Circular 
roads it would be more logical and beneficial for London as a whole if the Mayor 
extended the ULEZ to the boundary of the LEZ in Outer London. We urge the Mayor 
to do this; 
 

¾ We believe that some businesses around the Circular Roads will be adversely 
affected if the ULEZ boundary lies just within them. For example, in our own area, 
the Kew Retail Park is situated on the Inner London side of the South Circular Road, 
within the ULEZ (ULEZ Map nr. 83). Shoppers come from far and wide and virtually all 
drive there via the South Circular Road. Under the Mayor’s present proposals those 
coming from Outer London in non-compliant cars would incur a charge. We believe 
this would deter some visits to the Retail Park, damaging its business. There are likely 
to be many more examples like this. If the ULEZ boundary were implemented at the 
LEZ boundary, owners of non-compliant vehicles in Outer London would be more 
likely to upgrade their vehicles to Euro 6 or 4 standards and would not be deterred 
from travelling anywhere within the ULEZ; 
 

¾ We believe that a ULEZ boundary just within the Circular Roads may have other 
unintended consequences. For example, the Richmond Borough Recycling Centre at 
Townmead Road, Kew, is situated on the Inner London side of the South Circular Road, 
within the ULEZ (ULEZ Map nr. 82). Many borough residents go there to recycle and 
virtually all drive there via the South Circular Road. Under the Mayor’s present 
proposals those coming from Outer London in non-compliant cars would incur a 
charge. It is likely this would deter some and lead to an increase in illegal fly tipping in 
the Borough. If the ULEZ boundary were implemented instead at the LEZ boundary, 
owners of non-compliant vehicles would be more likely to have upgraded their 
vehicles to Euro 6 or 4 standards and would not be deterred from travelling 
anywhere within the ULEZ; 
 

¾ The London Assembly Environment Committee have drawn attention to the fact that 
the South Circular Road cuts through Inner London much more closely than the North 
Circular 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/london_assembly_ulez_3a_response.p
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df. They propose that if a diversionary road boundary is chosen for the ULEZ , sections 
of the A232 (running from Ewell in the west to Orpington in the East) are more 
equivalent to the North Circular than is the A205, South Circular.  They support the 
A232 use as a boundary as the minimum required to bring symmetry between north 
and south London. We agree with the Environment Committee that the preferred 
boundary for the ULEZ is the current LEZ boundary. The Supplementary Information 
Document informs us that the LEZ boundary is well established, has infrastructure in 
place to operate the scheme (i.e. the LEZ) and was designed to cover as much of the 
GLA administrative area as possible whilst still enabling diversions to take place to 
avoid entering the zone (page 41-42).  

It is not possible to ascertain from the SID how the proposed ULEZ will operate. The ULEZ 
maps confirm that even cul-de-sacs which junction with the inner side of Circular roads will be 
included. There are several of these in Kew, for example Ruskin Avenue leading to The 
National Archives (NA), Bessant Drive leading to the NA car park and to the Kew Retail Park, 
etc. Will the entry to each of these roads be monitored by cameras and signs or road 
markings? There are likely to be considerable costs associated with setting up this boundary 
but we have not seen any cost benefit analysis for this, especially one which compares costs 
with setting the ULEZ boundary at the LEZ boundary. The latter already has some 
operational equipment and signs in place.  

Enforcement of the expanded ULEZ 

The Supplementary information document gives no information about how the ULEZ will be 
enforced other than to say that an “opt in “scheme for boroughs would not provide a 
workable solution because of the need for a clear enforcement strategy. Presumably 
enforcement will involve automatic number plate recognition as with the LEZ, but important 
questions remain. For example will there be (i) a “tight boundary” with cameras at every 
entry point into the ULEZ? Alternatively, (ii) will there be a more “porous boundary” with 
cameras positioned near the boundary and within the zone at locations such as intersections 
where the likelihood of picking up non-compliant vehicles is highest? (iii) Will mobile 
enforcement camera teams be deployed, as opposed to fixed cameras? Adoption of one or 
another of these various options, or indeed a combination of them, has implications for the 
speed with which the ULEZ could be introduced and enforced and the cost of setting it up. We 
propose that the Mayor should publish his enforcement policy without delay. In the 
absence of that policy we favour enforcement by option (ii) above. That scheme would be 
less costly and minimize “street furniture clutter” by avoiding camera installations at every 
entry point (particularly cul-de-sacs), whilst still identifying almost all non-compliant vehicles 
travelling more than a very short distance within the zone. 
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Timing of the introduction of the expanded ULEZ 

We are anxious to see the air quality in London improve as quickly as possible. Therefore we 
urge the Mayor to bring forward the implementation of the expanded ULEZ by one year to 
October 2020. 

We hope you find these comments useful, as they are intended to be and would be happy to 
discuss further any points with you if you wish. 

Yours faithfully, 

Caroline 

Caroline Brock 

Chair Kew Society 

 

 



ANNEX 2 
 

Richmond Heathrow Campaign: Response to TfL’s Consultation on LEZ and ULEZ 
2018 

Part 1: Proposals for a stronger Low Emission Zone (LEZ) Richmond Heathrow Campaign comment 

1. Do you support tougher vehicle emissions standards in 
the London-wide Low Emission Zone so that heavy vehicles 
must meet the Euro VI emissions standards London-wide? 

Yes 

2. Do you support the proposed implementation date of 26 
October 2020 for the introduction of tougher Euro VI 
standards for heavy vehicles driving in the London-wide 
Low Emission Zone? 

No. The aim should be October 2019 

3. Do you support the proposed daily charges to be paid by 
owners of heavy vehicles that do not meet the required 
emissions standards at: • £300 for those that do not meet 
Euro IV PM standards and; •£100 for those that do not 
meet Euro VI NOx and PM standards? 

We support the principle of charging but 
are not in a position to comment on the 
actual amounts. 

Part 2: Proposals for an expanded Ultra Low Emission 
Zone (ULEZ) 

 

4. Do you support the principle of expanding the area 
where ULEZ emissions standards apply to light vehicles 
beyond central London? 

Yes 

5. We are proposing that the ULEZ emissions standards 
would apply to the inner London area, roughly up to but 
not including the North and South Circulars roads. Do you 
support this proposed boundary? 

No. We recommend wider-London (all 33 
boroughs and including Heathrow. 

6. Do you support the proposed implementation date of 25 
October 2021 for the expansion of ULEZ to include light 
vehicles in inner London? 

No. The aim should be October 2020 

7. Do you support the proposed ULEZ daily charge to be 
paid by non-compliant owners of light vehicles of £12.50? 

We support the principle of charging but 
are not in a position to comment on the 
actual amounts. 

Part 3: Proposals for residents  

8. Do you support bringing forward the end of the sunset 
period for residents in the Central London Congestion 
Charging zone from 7 April 2022 to 24 October 2021 so that 
all residents of inner London, including the Congestion 
Charging zone, pay the daily charge for non compliant 
vehicles from 25 October 2021? 

Yes but the aim should be October 2020 
(see Q6) 

Part 4: Proposals for penalty charges Richmond Heathrow Campaign comment 

9. Do you support increasing the penalty charge (PCN) level 
for non-payment of the ULEZ daily charge by owners of 
non-compliant light vehicles from £130 to £160? 

We support the principle of charging but 
are not in a position to comment on the 
actual amounts. 

Part 5: Other comments  

10. If you have any further comments about the proposals, 
please write these in the box below. 

Please see our main report and Annex 1 

 


