
 

 

Proposed expansion of the Ultra Low Emission Zone to the Greater London 
boundary and amendment to the Mayor of London’s Transport Strategy 
 
Response from the London Borough of Richmond upon Thames 

 
 

Borough context 
 

1. Air pollution is a serious public health emergency in Richmond upon Thames 
that affects everybody, especially our most vulnerable residents. Tackling this 
issue and improving air quality across the borough is a priority for the Council, 
as it is for the communities we serve.  The Council has an agreed Air Quality 
Action Plan which sets out those steps which we will take to create a borough 
that is healthy, vibrant and fit for the future.  This includes creating an 
environment that is welcoming to sustainable transport and aimed at the 
pedestrian, and prioritising those most vulnerable to the impacts of air quality in 
our community by focusing on schools, parks and public spaces including roads. 
 

2. The London Borough of Richmond upon Thames declared a Climate 
Emergency in 2019 and the Council is committed to becoming carbon neutral by 
2030.  The Council has a very active programme across all departments of the 
organisation supporting carbon reduction and air quality improvement. 
 
 

Existing Ultra Low Emission Zone 
 

3. An inner London Ultra Low Emission Zone (ULEZ) was introduced in 2021.  The 
current boundary of the zone is the North and South Circular Roads.  Parts of 
the Borough are already within ULEZ – including parts of Kew, Mortlake, Barnes 
and Sheen. 
 

4. The operation of ULEZ within the South Circular Road has gone relatively 
smoothly, although some motor vehicle users and some specific journeys have 
been inconvenienced and made more difficult.  Two key lessons should be 
learned arising from the implementation of ULEZ: the ending of scrappage 
schemes in advance of the scheme starting should not be repeated; and, 
despite TfL pointing to what it believed was thorough consultation in advance of 
ULEZ, a surprisingly large number of people appeared to only find out about 
ULEZ in the immediate lead up to it.  The quality rather than quantity of 
consultation must be improved if ULEZ is to be expanded. 

 
 
Comments on TfL’s document “Our proposals to help improve air quality, tackle 
the climate emergency, and reduce congestion by expanding the ULEZ London-
wide and other measures” 
 

5. It is noticeable that the justification for ULEZ has expanded from its previous 
core objective of improving air quality to additionally tackling climate change and 
reducing congestion.  However, if one wished a scheme to be equally, or at 
least more equally to be about carbon reduction, then ULEZ would not be the 
obvious scheme to choose given that most vehicles are ULEZ compliant but 
CO2 emitters.  Similarly, expanding ULEZ London-wide is predicted to reduce 
total vehicle mileage by about 0.5%.  Overall, the justification for ULEZ is 
considered to overplay its role in carbon and congestion reduction.  Other fiscal 
measures are considered to likely be more effective and cost-effective in 



 

 

reducing carbon and congestion, along with increasing electric vehicle charging 
infrastructure and expanding controlled parking zones.  
 

6. The evidence base for the proposals is centred on 2019 and comparisons 
between 2019 and 2016.  Air quality in outer London is better than that in inner 
London and is improving, if not improving as fast as in inner London.  However, 
it can be seen from figures 10, 11 and 12 that between 2016 and 2019 the 
reductions in NOx, PM2.5 and CO2 in Richmond upon Thames are amongst the 
largest reductions in outer London.  For CO2 (figure 12), the reduction in 
Richmond upon Thames is comparable with the highest reductions in all of 
London. The documentation often refers to the problems facing outer London 
and the benefits of ULEZ to outer London as if outer London were a single entity 
when there are quite clearly different conditions between east and west and 
north and south.  
 

7. The document notes (pages 32 and 33) the significant recent reduction in the 
numbers of people living in areas which exceed the UK legal limits for NOx and 
PM2.5, with legal limits for PM2.5 not being exceeded at all, but it considers that 
more needs to be done.  We would concur that more needs to be done as there 
are no safe levels for PM2.5 – the issue for us is whether or not extending ULEZ 
as proposed is the most appropriate way of going about it. 
 

8. On page 42 of the document it says “the Mayor is considering a large-scale and 
targeted vehicle scrappage scheme to support Londoners, including, for 
example, those on low incomes, disabled people, charities and businesses”.  
These words are repeated in several places.  However, no details are given as 
to the scope and scale of the proposed scrappage schemes.  The Council does 
not support a scheme where the mitigation for those with an essential need for 
help and likely to bear the financial burden is unknown.  This issue should be 
addressed and reconsulted upon. 
 

9. The document states (page 45) that TfL presented the Mayor with four options 
to tackle emissions and resulting air pollution.  These all appear to involve a 
form of London-wide charging with the preferred option being to expand the 
ULEZ London-wide. 
 

10. However, in 2018, when TfL considered the initial extension of ULEZ to inner 
London, an extension to the London-wide boundary seems to have been 
virtually ruled out.  TfL state the following in its report “Changes to the Low 
Emission Zone (LEZ) and expansion of the Ultra Low Emission Zone (ULEZ) 
Report to the Mayor on the consultation” dated June 2018…  

 
“We have examined expanding the ULEZ London-wide to outer London for light vehicles 
and whether this was the fastest and most effective measure for bringing non-compliant 
areas in outer London into compliance and reducing exposure.  

 
“Considering the benefits expected from the earlier implementation of the central London 
ULEZ in 2019 and the application of ULEZ standards to heavy vehicles London-wide from 
2020, it is likely that targeted local measures (such as local road closures, vehicle 
restrictions or other interventions) could be equally effective and are more likely to reduce 
exposure and bring areas of non-compliance in outer London into limit value compliance in 
a quicker timeframe than an expansion of the ULEZ to cover light vehicles in outer London.  

 



 

 

“The necessary infrastructure for a wider zone would take significant time to implement, 
delaying when such a scheme could start and therefore the air quality and health benefits. 
The additional 1.7 million households affected by this level of expansion would have to be 
given a reasonable advance notice period before vehicle charging started.  

 
“Most of the predicted remaining hotspots in 2021 will be in inner and central London. 
Whilst there may be some additional benefits through a reduction of background 
concentrations, it is unlikely that the compliance rates of vehicles driving in these areas 
would further increase in response to a London-wide zone. If combined with a residents’ 
sunset period, as proposed by some boroughs, it is likely the emissions in London would 
increase in comparison to the 2021 inner London option. 

 
“Targeted action at the remaining hotspots is likely to be a more effective approach to 
reducing emissions at these locations. We are happy to work with boroughs to support 
the implementation of these focused measures.  

 
“However, the Mayor and TfL will keep the situation under review and will consider what 
measures will be most effective and likely to reduce exposure and secure compliance within 
the shortest time possible.  

 
“A further expansion of the ULEZ is something that may be considered if it is shown there is 
no other equally effective means of reducing emissions in the remaining hotspots. However, 
it may be more appropriate to consider whether a more sophisticated system of charging 
for road use or alternative measures would be appropriate in these areas as set out in the 
MTS.  

 
“We acknowledge that there are significant costs to some members of the public and 
businesses as a result of an expanded ULEZ. Whilst this is necessary to tackle the public 
health crisis caused by air pollution, it is less justifiable to apply restrictions to outer 
London. With the proposals as consulted in 2021, in outer London 96 per cent of road 
length will comply with legal limits and over 99 per cent of the population will live in 
areas below the legal NO2 limits; local measures are likely to be equally effective.” 

 
11. It has to be questioned why, less than nine months after ULEZ was expanded to 

the North and South Circular Roads, TfL appears to have abandoned its 
previous thinking.   This Council supported the principle of a London-wide ULEZ 
being introduced in one go - where the arguable more marginal case for ULEZ 
in outer London could be offset by the benefits of a London-wide scheme as a 
whole.  However, the case for introducing ULEZ in outer London on its own, 
after having already introduced ULEZ to central and inner London, is less 
convincing.   We further note that much of the evidence base being used to 
justify extending ULEZ to outer London is not new and was available before 
ULEZ was expanded to the North and South Circular Roads.   
 

12. The proposed timetable for extending ULEZ London-wide appears inadequate.   
The time period between public consultation and implementation of ULEZ to the 
North and South Circular Roads was three and half years.  Accepting that 
COVID-19 extended timescales, it still appears too challenging to expect that 
the timescale can be shortened to less than a year and a half.  As noted above, 
TfL itself previously stated that the additional 1.7 million households affected by 
a London-wide scheme would have to be given a reasonable advance notice 
period. 
 



 

 

13. There is a cost of living crisis and, additionally, the prices being paid for new 
and second hand cars are very high relative to the past.  There are also 
difficulties in supply; now is not the opportune time to add upward pressure on 
vehicle demand and price.   There is an increased risk of people having to settle 
for whatever ULEZ compliant vehicle they can find rather than purchasing the 
most sustainable models in the most sustainable timeframe.  Even the most 
generous vehicle scrappage would be expected to be capped at a fraction of the 
cost of vehicle replacement, whilst being of little use if vehicles are scarce. 
 

14. Maps 6 and 7 in the Jacobs Baseline Report indicates that vehicles in Richmond 
are between 70-80% ULEZ compliant, with pockets to the west of the Borough 
having lower levels of compliance between 60-70%.  The data used is from 
2020 and it is accepted that levels of compliance would have increased to some 
extent in the interim and by the introduction of ULEZ in inner London.  However, 
TfL’s view that compliance would be higher than 90% by 2023 needs to be 
supported by evidence given the difficulty in buying vehicles since 2020 and the 
pressures on household budgets.  Moreover, compliance in outer London would 
be less than the London average.   It is considered inappropriate for TfL to be 
using 2020 data when current levels of compliance should be obtainable quite 
easily by surveying vehicles using TfL’s own compliance tool.  
 

15. With about 75,000 petrol and diesel fuelled vehicles registered in Richmond 
Borough, about 15,000 vehicles could be non-compliant. 
 

16. Poor air quality disproportionately impacts the most vulnerable and poorer 
members of the community.  However, the documentation also notes that ULEZ 
itself will cause differential moderate negative health impacts (stress, anxiety 
and isolation) on disabled and older people and those on low incomes.  There 
would be other negative equalities impacts affecting excluded groups. 
 

17. Shopping trips in London would reduce by some 7,000 trips per day, and 
business trips by just under 2,000. 
 

18. The documentation considers that mode shift in outer London would include a 
2.4% reduction in car trips, a 1.7% increase in walking and cycling trips, a 1.2% 
increase in bus trips and a 0.7% increase in rail trips.  However, as the Jacobs 
Integrated Impact Assessment report states (page 88) … 

 
“As well as lower PTAL scores, services and jobs are more spread out in outer London than 
they are in inner London, thereby making it more difficult for people to walk and cycle to 
these locations.  Where public transport and active travel is less accessible in outer London 
and the adjacent areas, those on low incomes unable to afford a compliant car may find it 
more difficult to change their mode of travel. 

 
“This is likely to be an issue for Londoners on low incomes who work unsocial hours and 
may have greater reliance on travelling to work by car if they live in an area of low pubic 
transport accessibility.  Night time services on London’s public transport system are less 
commonplace in outer London…”  

 
19. We note that early this month TfL reduced bus services in the Barnes and 

Mortlake areas.  TfL is currently proposing cuts in bus services elsewhere.  
There are no proposals to increase bus services.  South Western Railway, the 
predominant railway serving Richmond Borough, has cut local train services 



 

 

below pandemic levels (some by half) and have no planned proposals to 
reverse many of these cuts.   TfL grant to local Councils to invest in walking and 
cycling schemes has fallen in real terms.   Additionally, public transport fares are 
now increasing in real terms and the Mayor’s fare freeze on TfL’s services 
ended in 2021 – with fares increasing greater than inflation since.  Current 
circumstances are not particularly conducive to mode shift away from the car to 
sustainable and active travel.  There should be sustained commitment to 
investment in sustainable and active travel prior to and after any extension of 
ULEZ.  
 

20. Given the cost of living crisis, the costs and availability of compliant vehicles and 
the predicted negative impacts on some excluded groups, any expansion of 
ULEZ to the London boundary needs to be accompanied not only by generous 
scrappage schemes but also by transition arrangements.  The transition 
arrangements proposed are considered inadequate in scope.  If TfL wish to 
introduce ULEZ to the London boundary in 2023, then there will be a need for a 
sufficiently long sunset clause enabling existing users of non-complaint ULEZ 
vehicles who live within London to continue to use them: ULEZ charges would 
apply only to people who do not live within ULEZ, new residents and non-
compliant vehicles purchased from 2023. 
 

21. TfL proposes to amend the Mayor of London’s Transport Strategy to include the 
following proposal… 

 
“The Mayor, through TfL and the boroughs, will seek to address the triple challenges of 
toxic air pollution, the climate emergency and traffic congestion through road users 
charging schemes including by expanding the Ultra Low Emission Zone London-wide”. 

 
22. The above wording unnecessarily conflates  

 

• air pollution, the climate emergency and traffic congestion 

• road user charging schemes and the Ultra Low Emission Zone 

• TfL and the boroughs 
 

23. The wording implies the Boroughs having equivalence in the development of 
charging schemes with TfL which has not been the case to date and does not 
appear to be the intention going forward.  There is nothing in the documentation 
to suggest that Boroughs would have a real say in how a scheme would be 
developed and applied and how revenue would be spent.  The wording also 
implies that TfL sees the Ultra Low Emission Zone as a road user charging 
scheme.  This is confusing.  ULEZ has not previously been promoted as a road 
user charging scheme in such a way and, indeed, in central London both road 
user charging and ULEZ co-exist.  The documentation provided is intended to 
include the evidence base for extending ULEZ not for introducing a London-
wide congestion charge.  Section 7 of TfL’s proposals document provides only 
the scantest evidence of a need for a congestion charge with little to no 
consideration of alternatives.  On page 83, the documentation says  
 

“….further action will be required….This may require the introduction of London-
wide road user charging by 2030 at the latest….” 

 

24. Something that may be required cannot then have a target date at the latest. 
The prospect of a London-wide congestion charge should be subject to proper 
scrutiny and not attached to ULEZ.  Previous amendments to the Mayor of 



 

 

London’s Transport Strategy have focussed on the matter in hand which should 
remain the case here.  We would suggest deleting the words “through road user 
charging schemes including” from the proposal and, if need be, TfL should develop 

a separate evidence based proposal for road user charging.  
 

25. The Council notes the predicted air quality benefits from extending ULEZ 
London-wide.  We certainly do not discount these.   However, we believe these 
benefits should be better quantified in terms of public health benefits rather than 
emissions savings.  The tables indicate that extending ULEZ London-wide 
results in small percentage changes in pollutants which are difficult for us to 
quantify.  The Jacobs Report provides some monetarisation of the health 
benefits but the ranges (low sensitivity v high sensitivity) that are quoted are 
very large.  There appears to be no firm conclusion as to whether the predicted 
pollution reductions are considered relatively high or low, whether they could be 
delivered more cost-effectively by other measures and the extent to which they 
overcome the negative impacts reported.  We can see little to no information 
about estimated costs of implementation, running costs, predicted income or 
use of income.   This information should be provided. 
 

Conclusion 
 
26. The Council has had an open mind on extending ULEZ London-wide.  We have 

previously suggested it.  We acknowledge there would be air quality benefits.  
However, we consider the current proposals to extend ULEZ to the London 
boundary to be flawed and incomplete.   
 

27. We question both the timing of the proposal and the proposed speed of its 
implementation.   We do not believe the measures can be equitably 
implemented during the current cost of living crisis without far greater 
commitment to transitional arrangements and scrappage schemes.   The 
documentation does not adequately discuss the extent to which air quality will 
improve as a result of the phasing out from sale of petrol and diesel vehicles or 
alternatives (e.g. emissions based parking charges).  Given TfL previously 
appeared to all but ruled out applying ULEZ London-wide, there will inevitably 
be a suspicion that the proposals cannot be divorced from TfL’s financial 
position and the Government’s requirement for TfL to investigate ways to reduce 
costs and increase income.   Related to this, as we are aware of no step-
changes in transport provision that would increase the PTAL levels in the 
Borough, we consider it essential that the public would need to see income 
reinvested in visible improvements in public transport and highways at levels 
agreed with Boroughs.  
 

28. The mitigation proposed needs to be developed further to include more specific 
proposals for transitional arrangements, including sunset clauses and 
scrappage schemes, and details provided of the public transport, walking and 
cycling measures intended for outer London.  Otherwise, there is a strong 
potential to increase the existing health and social inequalities already 
exacerbated by the cost of living crisis and the pandemic. 
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