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Dear Sir Peter, 
 
Response on behalf of the London Assembly Labour Group to the consultation on the 
establishment of an Ultra Low Emission Zone (ULEZ) for London 
 
As the London Assembly Labour Group Spokesperson on the Environment I am writing to place on 
record our response to the Mayor’s proposals for an Ultra Low Emission Zone in London from 2020. 
This response constitutes the considered opinion of our group, whose experience and direct 
interaction with Londoners provides a strong democratic mandate for TfL to heed and take forward 
the arguments I set out. 
 
I have divided this paper into seven core sections which mirror the general layout of the consultation 
document. 
 
They are as follows: 
 

i. Introduction 
ii. Geographic area covered by the zone 
iii. Emissions standards and the charging regime 
iv. Taxis and private hire vehicles 
v. Preparing the bus fleet 
vi. Compliance 
vii. Closing remarks 

 
i. Introduction 

Air pollution is arguably the biggest environmental and public health challenge facing 
London and one of the most complex political issues for London’s leaders. It is therefore 
with regret that TfL’s consultation has only been launched a full six years into the Mayor’s 
term of office. The very fact that Londoners have had to stand by and watch six years of 
dithering and inaction before the Mayor presented a credible plan for tackling this silent 
killer is frankly deplorable. 
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The principle of establishing an Ultra Low Emission Zone for London, following the 
example of the existing highly successful Low Emission Zone is a sound measure and one 
that I fully support. There is a clear precedent of state regulations helping to drive 
improvements to London’s environment and I believe, that if planned and executed well, 
the proposal will be a game-changer for tackling poor air quality. 
 
Given the potential for the scheme, I was disappointed to see the Mayor rush to announce 
the scheme back in February 2013 before detailed feasibility studies had been produced.1 
A scheme that was totally reliant on consumers having confidence on the likely scope of 
these new regulations was immediately thrown into disarray by the contradictory 
statements made by the Mayor on what vehicles it would apply to.2 Conflicting answers 
provided by the Mayor to the Assembly gave this important measure an unpromising start. 
 
The Mayor has frequently stated that Londoners must be given adequate time to prepare 
for new regulations such as the ULEZ.3 Given the importance of consumer confidence in 
politicians to deliver, especially over such extended timescales and Mayoral 
administrations, it is crucial that the Mayor sets out now, clear ambitions about how the 
scheme will evolve beyond 2020 and the scheme set out in the consultation document.  
Within the proposal there are a number of references to reviewing the operation of the 
ULEZ, with a view to tightening standards, in 2025. This is an unnecessarily generous trial 
period and Labour Members would like to see a review into the scheme in 2023.   
 
I now turn to the detail of the proposals set out. 
 

ii. Geographic area covered by the zone 
 
At the core of the proposed ULEZ is the area of London it is intended to cover. Of all the 
variables attached to this scheme such as hours of operation, emission standards and 
exemptions, this is by far the most important. 
 
Air pollution by its very definition, knows no physical boundaries, it is without doubt, a 
pan London problem. There are hotspots and in many cases they are located in the CCZ 
district. However, documents produced by the GLA to assist boroughs in their public 
health responsibilities highlight the scale of the challenge posed by hotspots beyond the 
proposed boundary. When discussing air quality in RB Greenwich a GLA document states; 
“The annual mean limit value for NO2 and for PM10 is 40 micrograms per meter cubed 
(μm/m3). The concentrations of NO2 measured at seven of the sites…..exceed the limit 
values, with concentrations at Woolwich flyover significantly higher”.4 It would be fool-
hardy to simply ignore the challenge air pollution poses to the majority of Londoners who 
would not be included within this scheme. 
 

                                                 
1 The Scheme was announced in this Press Release in February 2013 (Accessed 13.11.14) 
2 The issue of confusion surrounding what vehicles the ULEZ would apply to was discussed in the Environment Committee 
in February 2014. (Accessed 13.11.14) 
3 An example is this response from the Mayor to Murad Qureshi at 10th September 2014 London Assembly Plenary 
Meeting. 
4 Air Quality in Greenwich, A Guide for Public Health Professionals (Accessed 14/11/14) 

https://www.london.gov.uk/media/mayor-press-releases/2013/02/mayor-of-london-announces-game-changer-for-air-quality-in-the
http://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=305&MId=4971&Ver=4
http://questions.london.gov.uk/QuestionSearch/searchclient/questions/supplementaryquestion_277631
http://questions.london.gov.uk/QuestionSearch/searchclient/questions/supplementaryquestion_277631
https://www.london.gov.uk/priorities/environment/clearing-londons-air/air-pollution-and-public-health
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The premise that the Congestion Charging Zone is an acceptable boundary for the 
proposed ULEZ is rooted in an outdated view that stipulates everything within the inner- 
London ring road is the core of London. That may once have been true but is certainly no 
longer the case in 2014. Core parts of London’s infrastructure such as Heathrow Airport, 
which has long standing concerns over air quality, operate many miles from the inner ring 
road. Given that 66% of the 69 million people who travel to the airport do so in cars or 
taxis the question of protecting the residents near Heathrow cannot be simply brushed 
aside.5 
 
Equally residents of East London will feel short-changed by this proposal. With London’s 
population expected to hit 11miliion by 2050, much of that future growth will necessarily 
have to be accommodated east of Tower Bridge with all the extra vehicle movements that 
this will likely entail.6 Residents of the newly created Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park, 
showcased to the world in 2012 as the future of a modern sustainable community will 
themselves have to tolerate polluted air for many years to come.  
 
In outer London, boroughs such as Barnet will also continue to suffer poor air quality. In 
2008, 201 deaths were attributable to PM2.5 in the borough. This demonstrates the 
extent to which air pollution has become a major public health priority, as well as an 
environmental one.7 
 
Given this evidence, London Assembly Labour Members do not feel it is either fair or 
logical to restrict the new Ultra Low Emission Zone to the area within the inner ring road. 
This document should have allowed the opportunity for boroughs to opt in to a 
contiguous zone prior to its launch in 2020. The failure to do so demonstrates the dearth 
of ambition in tackling this problem which is a theme that has dogged the administration 
of Boris Johnson. Given the tight restrictions currently being placed on local authority 
finances it would be wrong to expect the boroughs themselves to fund their membership. 
The consequence of which would be to allow improved air quality to only benefit those 
boroughs who can afford it. The right to breathe clean air must extend to all Londoners 
and TfL should facilitate financially the admission of boroughs to the proposed scheme.8 
 
In the consultation document it set out the reasoning behind the proposed ULEZ district 
and what steps would be required for it to be extended. I shall now deal with each point in 
turn: 
 
1. “NO2 concentrations are projected to be the highest in central London and this is 

where most people visiting and living in London are exposed to pollution on a 
daily basis.” 
 
Response: This statement demonstrates the short-sighted vision which is guiding this 
approach. As previously stated, London is a vast city and this is very catch-all claim 
that doesn’t take account of the London that exists beyond the inner-ring road. I 

                                                 
5 Statistic taken from the London Assembly Environment Committee’s Plain Speaking Report published March 2012 and 
reported by BBC NEWS Online (Accessed 14.11.14) 
6 11 Million figure taken from the London Infrastructure Plan (Accessed 14.11.14) 
7 Air Quality for Public Health Professions (LB Barnet) (Accessed 8.12.14) 
8 The call for a larger contiguous zone was set out in a motion passed by the London Assembly in July 2014. (Accessed 
14.11.14) 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-london-17363789
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-london-17363789
https://www.london.gov.uk/priorities/business-economy/vision-and-strategy/infrastructure-plan-2050
http://www.google.co.uk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=5&ved=0CDoQFjAE&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.london.gov.uk%2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2FAir%2520Quality%2520for%2520Public%2520Health%2520Professionals%2520-%2520LB%2520Barnet.pdf&ei=LZGFVJT9KMTyUrOegsgI&usg=AFQjCNH7iFrSbdRb3NZLG22r-wJHIb3YIA&bvm=bv.80642063,d.d24
https://www.london.gov.uk/media/assembly-press-releases/2014/07/assembly-wants-to-extend-the-ultra-low-emission-zone-ulez
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would suggest residents living near to major arterial roads approaching Heathrow are 
exposed on a daily basis to similar pollution levels. Likewise the children who go to 
schools near the North-Circular road are exposed to pollution on a daily basis. These 
groups may not constitute a “majority” of Londoners who are exposed on a daily basis, 
but it would be callous to dismiss their plight. Additionally, this statement does not 
take account of London’s anticipated growth. How can you be so sure that this 
statement will remain accurate in 2020, let alone by 2025 when the scheme will have 
been operation for a full five years and perhaps might be extended? 
 

2. “In 2020, 7% of London’s total population will live in areas exceeding legal limits 
for NO2. When considering central London alone, this increases to 63%.” 
 
Response: Many of the points made in relation to the previous statement could 
equally be said to apply to this. If the boundaries were drawn differently (for example 
if rather than discuss Central London versus London overall the comparison was at 
ward level) it may be evident that large numbers of Londoners outside of the inner ring 
road will live in areas where NO2 legal limits are routinely breeched. 
 

3. “The CC area is well understood by the public because it has been in place for a 
number of years and has been well advertised.” 
 
Response: This is of course true as a statement of fact. But the fact that there was no 
similar boundary in place when the congestion charge was launched did not preclude it 
being established. Change can be disruptive and in the short term can cause temporary 
confusion. If sufficient monies are allocated for publicity and campaigning the 
extension of the ULEZ district should not cause significant problems. The LEZ, 
covering a much wider area has encountered no such problems. 

 
4. “There are operating cost efficiencies using CC infrastructure (such as cameras) to 

enforce the ULEZ.” 
 
Response: An extension to the proposed ULEZ district would necessitate a significant 
capital spend on new infrastructure and would increase operating costs. But there are 
significant costs which are not taken into account. For instance there is a human cost 
in poor health which will be borne by those not fortunate to live inside the zone. If one 
was to monetise this cost it would equate to a significant sum in healthcare costs for 
the NHS. These costs must also be taken into account and would, I suggest likely 
outweigh the initial capital costs involved in the purchasing and installation of new 
ANPR camera systems. 
 

The consultation notes that those living outside of the proposed ULEZ district will still see the 
benefits of its establishment through the knock on benefits of a larger low emission vehicle market 
and cleaner buses and taxis passing through their boroughs. This is irrefutable. Many Londoners living 
outside the proposed zone will benefit. But not to the same degree as if they were on the inside of 
the zone. Given the scale of the air quality crisis the policy solutions must be bold and maximise the 
benefits for as many Londoners as possible. It is a serious flaw and strategic error and one that needs 
to be rectified, ideally ahead of the 2020 scheme taking effect, or if not as soon as possible 
thereafter.  
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iii. Emissions standards and the charging regime 

 
When the Mayor first announced his intention to create an Ultra Low Emission Zone, he said the 
following: 
 
(The Mayor) “has asked Transport for London to prepare plans to look at introducing a scheme that 
would aim to ensure all vehicles driving in the centre of the capital during working hours would be 
zero or low emission, and the feasibility of introducing such a scheme from 2020”.9 
 
The scheme set out in the consultation is a long way removed from the scope of this original ambition. 
The consultation document itself openly states that “this charge has been set at a level that enables 
those people making very infrequent trips to continue to do so if they do not want to change their 
vehicle”.10 Allowing vehicles that are not zero or even low emission into a zone titled, “The Ultra Low 
Emission Zone “is farcical. For an entry fee, vehicles will be able to enter and continue to pollute 
London just as they did before. The fees will doubtless act as a deterrent but it will not tackle air 
pollution to the extent that a total ban would have achieved. It even remains unclear if the Mayor 
envisages a total ban ever being put in place. I would urge the Mayor to give a clear signal of his 
determination to tackle air pollution by establishing a target date for a total ban. 
 
The weakening of the Mayor’s commitment on this issue is an example of the Mayor’s general 
approach to tackling air pollution in the capital, which has been defined by a lack of ambition and 
bluster. 
 
If the proposed Ultra Low Emission Zone is to be a fully effective tool in cutting air pollution then it 
must live up to its name. As previously stated, I am therefore arguing that there must be a specific 
target date set for a total ban. Once a date has been agreed, it will give motorists due notice of the 
impending changes and the reasons why it is being established. Given the current rate of progress it 
would be reasonable to expect that by the time of a total ban after 2020, many London vehicles will 
already be compliant, thus limiting the financial impact for hard working Londoners. 
 
Placing the issue of entry charges to one side, the emissions standards set for vehicles to enter the 
zone appear to be broadly in line with what can reasonably be defined as zero or low emission given 
where emissions technology has presently advanced to. 
 
However, I would urge that the greatest care be taken to ensure that the new Euro V1 standard does 
match its reported potential. The failure of the Euro standards regime to deliver the promised 
reduction in emissions is well known and therefore every effort must be taken to ensure the same 
mistakes are not repeated. I have been assured that the way in which Euro V1 vehicles are being 
tested to match real world driving conditions means that this new standard will constitute a step 
change in emissions reduction. But new technology, however great, rarely provides silver bullets. I was 
particularly concerned by the comments made on page forty-seven of the consultation document 
which state “Euro 6 (for light duty vehicles) and Euro V1 (for heavy duty vehicles), are expected to 
overcome these problems”.11 I fear that “expectation” may not be sufficient and suggest that further 
testing may be required to ensure this standard does deliver. In addition, TfL must keep pace with 

                                                 
9 Mayor of London Press Release: “Mayor announces air quality gamer changer” 13th February 2013. (Accessed 14.11.14) 
10 Ultra Low Emission Zone Consultation Supplementary Information October 2014 p.10 (Accessed 14.11.14) 
11 Ibid p.47 

https://www.london.gov.uk/media/mayor-press-releases/2013/02/mayor-of-london-announces-game-changer-for-air-quality-in-the
https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/environment/ultra-low-emission-zone
https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/environment/ultra-low-emission-zone
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scientific developments and ensure the ULEZ remains flexible enough to accommodate further 
standards which may deliver even greater benefits to Londoners. 
 
iv. Taxis and Private Hire Vehicles 
 
With respect to taxis and private hire vehicles (PHVs), we recognise that the proposals on emissions 
will apply to all vehicles, whether they are inside the ULEZ or outside of it. We support this proposal 
as it will mean that Londoners living outside the ULEZ will benefit from cleaner taxi/PHVs on their 
roads. However we have some concerns about the proposals.  
 
We know that all new cars sold from 1 January 2015 must meet the Euro 6 standards, however it will 
not be until three years later, 1 January 2018, that newly licensed vehicles will have to be Euro 6. We 
are not sure why the Mayor is not changing the licencing arrangements on 1 January 2015.  
 
We welcome that fact that the year upper age limit for non-zero emissions taxis is dropping from 15 
years to 10 years, but we question why it will come into force in 2020, rather than from 2018 when 
the new licensing regime begins.  
 
The Mayor proposes a 15 year upper age limit for zero emissions capable taxis. We presume that this 
is to make them more affordable so that drivers know that they will get 15 years use out of them, 
rather than just 10 years. However, before we support a 15 year limit, as opposed to a shorter limit we 
would need additional information from the Mayor.  
 
Firstly, vehicles will be required to have a minimum 30 miles pure electric range, which means they will 
be able to run on electric power for a minimum of 30 miles before needing to engage their Euro 6 
petrol engine. To produce zero emissions, by not engaging the engine, the vehicles will need to be 
charged every 30 or so miles. Has the Mayor done any work on the current use of the fleet so we can 
make an informed assessment of how much of the time an average vehicle will be running on electric 
and how much time it will be using its petrol engine?  
 
Secondly, in order to minimise the use of the petrol engine TfL will need to ensure that vehicles are 
able to re-charge themselves. Using the data on how the fleet is currently used TfL should be able to 
make decisions on how many charging points will be required and where they need to be located. We 
know that the Mayor’s plans for 25,000 charging points have failed, as he has delivered only 1,500. So 
the Mayor needs to ensure he has a robust plan in place that will be able to charge the entire fleet.  
 
We question why taxis will not have to pay the ULEZ charge, but PHVs will. We would expect that all 
vehicles would need to pay the ULEZ charge in order to encourage vehicle owners to buy cleaner 
vehicles.   
 
The Mayor does not touch on the issue of future Euro standards and what he is going to do to future 
proof the licensing regime? Will he require all newly licensed vehicles to meet the latest Euro 
standards as soon as they come in and not 3 years late as he is doing with Euro 6? 
 
Given the proposed 10 year limit for taxis/PHVs it could be 2028 before London has a truly green 
fleet. In fact TfL confirm that around 7,500 taxis will be non-compliant by 2020. We note that TfL 
would be against requiring all taxi/PHVs from being Euro 6 compliant from 2020 as it will be 
excessively onerous in terms of cost and may not be practicable given the supply of vehicles. 
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The latest TfL business plan states, “TfL is consulting on proposals to tighten the existing taxi age 
limit to 10 years. If the proposal is adopted TfL will establish a £40m fund to assist taxi drivers in 
purchasing newer vehicles. We expect this to be complemented by funding from the Office for Low 
Emission Vehicles which will help accelerate the uptake of new zero-emission capable taxis.  
 
We welcome this fund, although we note that the business plan does not estimate how many polluting 
taxis the fund will take off the road. We would like TfL to provide such an estimate so we can better 
judge the value for money of the proposal.  
 
We note that TfL will be exploring the issue of “rapid-charge” type infrastructure for taxis. We support 
this move as without the ability to keep the vehicle charged and operating on electric power only a lot 
of the advantages of a zero-emissions capably vehicle will be lost. Although we note that the amount 
of money committed to this project from TfL and OLEV has yet to be disclosed.  
 
 
V. Preparing the Bus Fleet 
 
In preparing for the launch of the ULEZ, one of the key actions necessary will be to clean up London’s 
bus fleet. We know that NOx emissions by buses in the ULEZ zone should be reduced by 74% as a 
result of these proposals. That gives an indication as to how much NOx emissions the bus fleet 
currently produce. Assessing this target is made difficult by TfL’s lack of transparency concerning the 
status of the existing fleet.    
 
For example, on 4th September 2014, we asked TfL to make public what the Euro standards of the 
current bus fleet were; to explain what changes to the fleet would be made; and to estimate what the 
fleet would look like in the future. This data has still not been made public. Surely this is the most 
basic of information and TfL should be able to provide it at a moment’s notice.  
 
We support TfL’s aim that all double deck buses operating in central London will be hybrid and all 
single deck buses will be zero emission (at tailpipe) by September 2020. However, we question why 
buses operating only in outer London will not be required to be as clean. It is also worth noting that 
TfL have not explained how many buses operate in central London and how many do not. We 
therefore do not know what percentage of the bus fleet will be ULEZ compliant.  
 
TfL go on to say that 400 Euro V hybrid buses would need to continue to operate in the ULEZ beyond 
2020 in order to reduce disruption to already-contracted services (and therefore retain value for 
money). TfL would introduce a retrofit solution for these buses to ensure they achieve Euro VI NOx 
emissions from 2020.  TfL do not mention whether they will comply with Euro VI in PM10 and CO2 
emissions.  
 
Furthermore, we know that there is not yet a retrofitting solution for Euro IV and Euro V buses to 
bring them up to the Euro VI standard. While 5 years is a long time in the world of technology, we 
would want to see details of a plan B from TfL in case the technology does not exist, or is not good 
value for money.  
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We note that the report also says some Euro V New Routemaster buses would continue to operate in 
the ULEZ area and that there is no intention to bring them up to Euro VI standard. The Mayor has 
said that to bring them up to Euro VI will cost between £7m and £15m and so it will not be done.12 
 
We welcome that fact that buses that do not meet the ULEZ standards must pay a daily charge of 
£100. While TfL do not plan to run any such services in central London it is important that they are 
not exempt from the rules as it sends the wrong message.  
 
We therefore cannot understand why the Mayor has said that even though “Technically some New 
Routemasters are Euro V” they will be exempt from the ULEZ charge as they “perform close to Euro 
VI”.13  The Mayor has said they to bring them up to Euro VI will cost between £7m and £15m.14 This is 
just another in a long line of disappointing news about this bus; they cost more than a hybrid bus, 
they require an extra member of staff; they do not have air conditioning; they have not all been fitted 
with Euro VI engines.  
 
We note TfL’s comments on hydrogen buses being less effective than battery electric vehicle. We 
support their view that the technology should be kept under review.  
 
We also note TfL’s watching brief over the development of Euro VI NOx retrofit systems and we look 
forward to future trials of the technology.  
 
We support a ‘zero emission capable’ requirement for buses from 2018 and we welcome that fact that 
20% of the fleet should be hybrid by 2016. TfL say the buses “will be capable of zero emission 
operation in certain zones in the future, subject to further advances in technology to control when 
these vehicles are in electric mode based on their location, which we are investigating”.  
 
We note that only 8 single deck buses are all-electric. We recognise the fact that all-electric vehicles 
are more expensive than similar hybrid models, but we look forward to seeing the results of the trials 
and details of how TfL think more could be cost effectively rolled out.  
 
We also welcome the announcement that TfL will be trialling high-power wireless induction charging 
infrastructure on route 69 between 2015 & 2017. We would hope that more user friendly charging 
systems can be developed in the future to aid the uptake of electric vehicles.  
 
We note that the report says that accelerating the uptake of new Euro VI buses would be effective at 
reducing NOX emissions, although it could adversely impact TfL’s investment in hybrid buses because 
many of these only currently comply with the Euro V standard and a disruption to the normal life cycle 
of buses has the potential to impact future lease and contract prices, particularly for new 
technologies. We would find it helpful if TfL could expand on this issue further so that we are able to 
make an informed choice regarding what the true cost of moving from Euro V to Euro VI buses would 
be.  
 
Table 7 in the report shows the options to reduce emissions from the TfL buses operating in the ULEZ 
area. We would want to see such a table for all 8,500 buses so we can see what the cost/benefits of 
improving the whole fleet is.  

                                                 
12 http://www.mayorwatch.co.uk/boris-defends-exempting-new-routemaster-from-clean-air-rules/  
13 http://www.mayorwatch.co.uk/tfl-and-mayor-accused-of-indefensible-double-standards-over-air-quality/  
14 http://www.mayorwatch.co.uk/boris-defends-exempting-new-routemaster-from-clean-air-rules/ 

http://www.mayorwatch.co.uk/boris-defends-exempting-new-routemaster-from-clean-air-rules/
http://www.mayorwatch.co.uk/tfl-and-mayor-accused-of-indefensible-double-standards-over-air-quality/
http://www.mayorwatch.co.uk/boris-defends-exempting-new-routemaster-from-clean-air-rules/
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We recognise that every new bus on the streets of London that is of the latest Euro standard improves 
the air quality in the capital. Every bus that is retrofitted does the same. There is no doubt that the 
bus fleet is cleaner than in 2008, but due to a lack of transparency at TfL we are unable to evaluate 
the Mayor’s past and future efforts. Is he taking great strides towards a green bus fleet or is he taking 
tiny steps? Until the Mayor instructs TfL to be open with Londoners this important issue of public 
health will remain obscure.   
 
Vi. Compliance 
I was pleased to read that the proposed exemptions for ULEZ are small in scope and strictly limited 
and this is very much to be welcomed. It is right that those vehicles currently exempted under the Low 
Emission Zone such as historic, military and agricultural vehicles should enjoy those same protections 
in the new zone. 

 
The proposals set out for enforcing the new zone through Penalty Charge Notices (PCNs) appear to 
be proportionate to the infringement and likely to achieve compliance. Going forward, however, it will 
be important for TfL to closely monitor the fines and ensure they remain an adequate deterrent to 
non-payment of the entry fee. In the event of a total ban being enforced, fines should be revisited. 

 
The proposed entry fee of £12.50 for cars and vans and of £100 for lorries and coaches needs to be 
kept under constant review. Under a “pay to pollute” system there is clearly a balance to be struck in 
making sure the entry fee provides an effective encouragement to reduce the number of journeys into 
the zone and/or purchase a compliant low emission vehicle. 
 
In the event that the scheme produces any revenue, this should be ring fenced for environmental 
initiatives to tackle air pollution hotspots. 

 
Signage and public information will be crucial to achieving compliance. Labour Members feel that 
signage for the existing LEZ could also be improved, leading to greater compliance and improvements 
to London’s air quality. 
 
Vii. Closing Remarks 

 
In closing there are three further points of note from the consultation to be welcomed. The pledge by 
TfL to work closely with government to secure financial support for the purchase of low emission 
vehicles is a sound step towards facilitating a shift away from polluting vehicles.15 

 
The extensive reports commissioned by TfL including Health Impact Assessment, Economic and 
Business Impact, Equality Impact Assessment, Environmental Assessment and Integrated Impact 
Assessment all add significant value to the consultation document. 

 
The behavioural analysis undertaken for the final ULEZ proposal suggests that the scheme will have 
an impact on congestion. Specifically the document suggests “a seven per cent reduction in car trips, 
an eight per cent reduction in van trips, a four per cent reduction in coach trips and a two per cent 
reduction in HGV trips”.16 If this does transpire then this will be a welcome bonus for a scheme whose 

                                                 
15 Ultra Low Emission Zone Consultation Supplementary Information October 2014 p.75 (Accessed 14.11.14) 
16 Ibid p.85 

https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/environment/ultra-low-emission-zone
https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/environment/ultra-low-emission-zone
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overriding aim was not focused on reducing congestion. It also acts as a further indication of the 
benefits that might arise if the scheme was extended to a wider geographical area. 

 
In conclusion, the ULEZ has the potential to be a radical measure that can deliver dramatic benefits 
both in terms of emissions and the resulting impact on public health. But in order for that to occur, 
the scheme needs to be strengthened and revised thoroughly. The failure of the consultation 
document to outline a plan for a ULEZ that extended beyond the inner ring road is one of its greatest 
failings. The Mayor is always saying how fast London is changing, how quickly the population is 
growing and how we need to prepare for that. Yet, this proposed scheme reflects an outdated view 
stipulating the core of London is limited to the inner ring road. It is a missed opportunity of historic 
proportions. 

 
The decision to continue to admit the most polluted vehicles into this “Ultra Low Emission Zone” for 
an entry fee without any indication of when a total ban would be put in place is a also a serious error. 
It speaks to the lack of ambition and radicalism that has repeatedly hampered the Mayor’s 
environmental policies to date. 

 
In cleaning up our bus and taxi fleets the story is much the same. To begin with, TfL must review the 
way it communicates its efforts both to the public and to Assembly Members. Londoners deserve to 
know if the bus which travels feet from their front door is toxic to their health. TfL has been painfully 
slow to get its own house in order and must now act quickly both within the proposed zone and 
outside it. 

 
In spite of several major flaws there is real potential for this scheme to be made to work. The evidence 
of the impact on congestion shows that this scheme will have added benefits beyond its core remit of 
reducing emissions and improving public health. 

 
The Mayor must now make an important decision. Does he take on board the suggestions I have made 
on behalf of the Labour Group and deliver a really radical Ultra Low Emission Zone that is worthy of 
its title or does he settle for  a far less inspiring proposal that will condemn another generation of 
Londoners to poor health and premature mortality? 

 
I look forward to reading the final proposal in full course. 

 
 

Yours sincerely, 
 
 

 
 
Murad Qureshi AM 
LONDON ASSEMBLY MEMBER 
 


