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Figure 12.3: Number of journeys into and around Greater London of Euro O, I, Il and Ill HGVs per

year by operators based in regions outside of Greater London

12.5.5 Bus and coach operators based outside London making more than 51
journeys per year, use slightly more Euro O, | and Il vehicles however, than
Euro Il (Figure 12.4).
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Figure 12.4: Number of journeys into and around Greater London of Euro O, I, Il and Ill buses and
coaches per year by operators based in regions outside of Greater London

12.5.6 A larger number of respondents said that they make no journeys into and
around Greater London in Euro O, | or Il standard HGVs, buses and coaches
than made no journeys with Euro Ill standard vehicles. The data suggest,
however, that some operators would be impacted on by the LEZ.
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12.5.7 The survey also collected data for journeys made by operators based in
Greater London. London based HGV operators making more than 51
journeys per week into and around greater London use a larger number of
Euro 0, | or Il standard vehicles than Euro Il standard vehicles (Figure 12.5).

Journeys into and around Greater London made by Euro O, I, Il and IlI
standard HGVs per week by operators based in Greater London
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Figure 12.5: Journeys in and around Greater London made by Euro 0, |, Il and Ill standard HGVs
per week by operators based in Greater London

Journeys in and around Greater London made by Euro 0, 1, 2 and
3 standard buses and coaches per week by operators based in
Greater London
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Figure 12.6: Journeys in and around Greater London made by Euro O, I, Il and lll standard buses

and coaches per week by operators based in Greater London

12.5.8 However, bus and coach operators based in London making more than 51
journeys per week use more Euro Il standard vehicles than Euro O, | or I
vehicles (Figure 12.6). For operators of HGVs, buses and coaches making
fewer trips into and around Greater London slightly more use Euro O, | or Il
vehicles than Euro Il

Transport for London
November 2006 93



London Low Emission Zone: Environmental Appraisal
Environmental Report

12.5.9 The survey also provides an indication of the likely response by operators
following the implementation of the LEZ. The results (see Table 12.1) show
that in total, 34% of HGV operating companies and 29% of bus and coach-
operating companies surveyed would replace non-compliant vehicles. A
smaller proportion would change plans to get newer vehicles quicker than
would have done otherwise, with 15% of both HGV and bus and coach
operators proposing this approach. The results suggest however that
respondents, following the implementation of the LEZ, would select a variety
of options. For example, 20% of HGV operators and 19% of buses and
coach operators would fit pollution abatement equipment or re-engine
vehicles. Note that the totals in Table 12.1 will exceed 100% as respondents
were able to give more than one answer.

Table 12.1: Likely responses of companies operating HGVs following implementation of the LEZ

It is proposed that from 2008 all Euro Il diesel

HGVs/buses and coaches would be able to operate in the HGV Bus / coach
Low Emission Zone without a charge. What would your Operators Operators
company do if the proposal was implemented?

Replace non-compliant vehicles with compliant vehicles 34% 29%
Only use compliant vehicles in London and use others 23% 279
elsewhere

Fit pollutlon abatement equipment to noncompliant 20% 19%
vehicles

Nothing - as only ever have newer or compliant vehicles 20% 14%
Change plans to get newer vehicles quicker than would 15% 15%
have done otherwise

Use routes that avoid Greater London 15% 21%
Don't know 10% 9%
Re-engine the vehicles 5% 5%
Other 1% 5%
Close business/sell business 3% 7%
Assess costs 3% Not in survey
Switch to using vehicles under 3.5 tonnes 2% 1%
C_ontmye to_ use non-compliant HGVs into the zone and 204 5%
risk being fined

12.5.10 The survey showed that 23% of HGV and 27% of bus and coach operators
would use only compliant vehicles in London and would use others
elsewhere. It is however unclear what the implications would be for rates of
vehicle scrapping.

12.5.11 The results from the survey show that a number of operators would need to
change behaviour in order to avoid charges imposed by operation of the LEZ.
Approximately a third of those surveyed suggested that they would take
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action to replace vehicles or to replace vehicles quicker than would have
done otherwise. These actions have the potential to increase the likelihood of
scrapping vehicles either immediately or quicker than would otherwise be the
case. It is however anticipated that large proportions of vehicles scrapped
would be recycled. Operators might also sell on non-compliant vehicles to
operators who do not travel in London.

12.5.12 The LEZ is likely therefore to have a moderate adverse impact on waste
arisings.

Assumptions and uncertainties

12.5.13The survey collected discrete samples for HGV, and bus and coach
operators, with the goal of each one being representative of the respective
populations. The sample structure was based on geographical location, fleet
profile and sector.

12.5.14 The sample structure was based on data sourced from the Department for
Transport, and from data supplied by TfL from the previous operator survey
conducted in 2005. All quotas were achieved apart from geographical area,
which was slightly biased in favour of the regions for each of the operator
groups. In order to ensure that the results are representative in terms of the
geographical profiles provided by TfL, the data were weighted to bring the
geographical location quotas in line with the population structure.

12.5.15 Data should therefore be representative of all HGV, bus and coach operators.
Uncertainties exist and it cannot be known in advance what course of action
operators will actually take.

12.5.16 The lack of data for the proportions of different types of vehicles that are
scrapped per year also means establishing the effect of the LEZ on scrapping
rates is difficult. The lack of information on the capacity of planned and
existing scrap yards also makes it difficult to establish the implications of
additional waste arisings from the LEZ. Within these limitations the following
conclusions have been drawn.

12.6  Significance

12.6.1 Significant adverse effects are not expected to result from the LEZ by
changes to vehicle scrapping rates. This is because although the TfL Vehicle
Operator Survey (TfL 2006) implied that an increase in end of life vehicles is
likely, it is not expected that this would be significant in relation to total
numbers of end of life vehicles per year. In addition, implementation of the
End of Vehicle Life Regulations (2003) and Hazardous Waste Regulations
(2005) should also ensure that the majority of vehicles’ materials are re-used,
recycled and recovered, further mitigating any adverse effects associated
with potential increased scrapping rates.

12.6.2 Based on the available information, the effects of the LEZ on vehicle
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scrapping rates are likely to be moderate adverse but negligible.
12.7  Mitigation

12.7.1 The implementation of the End of Vehicle Life Regulations (2003) should act
as a sufficient mitigation measure. No others are considered necessary
based on the results of the TfL Vehicle Operator Survey.

12.8  Monitoring

12.8.1 No monitoring measures are proposed.

12.9 Residual Effects

12.9.1 No residual effects are anticipated to result from the LEZ in relation to waste.
12.10 Conclusions

12.10.1 Based on the TfL Transport Operator Survey, the proposed LEZ is not
expected to have significant adverse effects resulting from increased
scrapping of vehicles. Effects are not expected to be significant provided the
requirements of the ELV Directive and End of Life Vehicle Regulations (2003)
and Hazardous Waste Regulations (2005) are adhered to, although this is
beyond the control of TfL
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Climate Change
Introduction

In recent decades evidence has accumulated to demonstrate that an
unprecedented rise in global temperatures has occurred over the last century
or so. Scientific opinion is now virtually unanimous in attributing this change
to emissions of greenhouse gases, primarily carbon dioxide from combustion
of fossil fuels for energy generation or transport.

Other greenhouse gases (GHGs) now present in the atmosphere include
methane, nitrous oxide, chlorofluorocarbons, hydrochlorofluorocarbons and
sulphur hexafluoride. These gases are found in far smaller quantities in the
atmosphere than carbon dioxide but have much greater 'global warming
potential’, or weight-for-weight cause more warming than carbon dioxide.

This chapter discusses the effect of the proposed LEZ on emissions of
greenhouse gases.

Methodology

The quantification of carbon dioxide (CO;) emissions formed part of the
modelling study carried out by King's College ERG on behalf of TfL.
Estimates of the likely carbon dioxide emissions from traffic within the study
area were made for the following scenarios:

o 2005 Baseline

2008 Baseline, and With LEZ
2010 Baseline, and With LEZ
2012 Baseline, and With LEZ
2015 Baseline, and With LEZ

Comparison of the baseline with the scenario for LEZ in each year shows the
estimated change in CO, emissions associated with the proposed LEZ.

The modelling made carefully determined assumptions about operator
response to the introduction of the proposed LEZ, i.e. whether to acquire new
vehicles or to retrofit existing vehicles with particle abatement equipment,
based on the operator surveys (described in outline in Chapters 6 and 12).

Baseline

Estimates given in the Mayor’s State of the Environment Report indicate that
emissions of greenhouse gases in London'’ between 1999 and 2000
amounted to 40,323,777 tonnes carbon dioxide equivalent, from all sources.
The contribution from transport sources was around 8,500,000 tonnes carbon
dioxide equivalent (21% of the total).

" This relates to the Greater London administrative boundary
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13.3.2 Estimates for the UK as a whole show a steadily rising trend until 2003 in
greenhouse gas emissions from transport, to 127,824,000 tonnes carbon
dioxide equivalent. Emissions from all sources appeared to peak in the period
1999-2002, although the most recent estimates show a further increase in
national emissions in 2003. The latest UK total from all sources is

722,328,000 tonnes carbon dioxide equivalent.

13.3.3 London therefore emits around 5.6% of the UK total of greenhouse gases and

around 6.7% of gases from transport sources.

13.4 Impacts

13.4.1 The predicted emissions of traffic-related carbon dioxide in each year, with
and without the proposed LEZ, are summarised in Table 13.1. In this context,
the “Central” area encompasses the Congestion Charging Zone; the “Inner”
area, the region between the Central area, up to and including the
North/South Circular roads; the “Outer” area, the region beyond the
North/South Circular roads up to the GLA boundary; and the “External” area,

the area beyond the GLA boundary, up to and including the M25.

13.4.2 Table 13.1 shows that emissions rise (with or without the LEZ) up to 2015,
such that total emissions are about 3.3% higher by 2015. This general
increase in emissions is associated with projected traffic growth in the
Greater London and surrounding area (including the M25).

Table 13.1. Predicted carbon dioxide emissions (tonnes per year) in Greater London and
external area. Source: ERG

Scenario

Baseline (no LEZ)

- Central 260,300 261,297 260,115 261,175 261,692

- Inner 2,399,721 | 2,313,338 | 2,320,995 | 2,340,910 | 2,365,606
- Outer 5,126,190 5,175,497 5,234,797 5,294,155 5,375,040
- External 3,773,641 3,818,871 3,857,197 3,893,512 3,944,489
- Total 11,559,852 | 11,569,003 | 11,673,104 | 11,789,753 | 11,946,826
With LEZ

- Central - 261,401 260,060 261,154 261,690

- Inner - 2,313,875 | 2,320,760 | 2,340,888 | 2,365,622
- Outer - 5,176,282 5,234,407 5,294,237 5,375,113
- External - 3,817,566 3,856,665 3,893,711 3,944,594
- Total - 11,569,125 | 11,671,893 | 11,789,991 | 11,947,019
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Table 13.1 also shows a very small predicted change in total carbon dioxide
emissions in each year due to the impact of the LEZ. In all years, with the
exception of 2010, this shows a slight increase in carbon dioxide emissions
associated with the LEZ. Such changes in CO, emissions would happen as a
result of the response of operators. Modelling shows that operators would
comply with the proposed LEZ, with some retro fitting and some purchasing
newer vehicles. Retrofitting pollution abatement equipment (e.g., particle
traps) to an existing vehicles typically leads to a small (c.1%) fuel
consumption (and therefore CO;) penalty. Purchasing an entirely new
vehicle would vyield a significant fuel economy and CO,; emission
improvement of up to 10% (switching from a Euro Il to a Euro IV HGV).

The scale of the percentage change in CO, (both positive and negative) is
insignificant compared with the total CO, emissions of the traffic. Furthermore
it is more likely that a change in operator response to that assumed in the
model will lead to a reduction in the percentage change modelled than to an
increase.

Road transport is also responsible for emissions of nitrous oxide (N2O), which
is a potent greenhouse gas, which has a global warming potential 296 times
that of carbon dioxide (IPCC, 2001). In 2004, road transport was responsible
for contributing about 12% of the total UK nitrous oxide emissions.

Road transport emissions of nitrous oxide increased significantly over the
period 1990 to 2000, but have since remained relatively unchanged. The
increase is linked to the impact of three-way catalytic converters. New
abatement technologies that reduce emissions of NOx (such as Selective
Catalytic Reduction) may lead to increases the percentage emissions of
nitrous oxide but there is no evidence to suggest that particle trap
technologies would have any such effect.

In determining whether levels of N,O would increase or decrease account
must be taken of the opposing effects described above (i.e. a reduction in
overall NOx with a potential increase caused by new abatement
technologies). In order to determine which effect would have greater influence
a detailed model would be required coupled with more detailed information on
how operators would respond to the proposed LEZ. Whilst this has not been
undertaken it is considered that the results would be of little significance in
the context of overall emissions of greenhouse gases from London's traffic.

Effects and significance

The effect of the LEZ in terms of emissions related to climate change is likely
to be small. Modelling predicts no significant increases in CO, emissions
compared with baseline (without LEZ) scenatrio.
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13.5.2 The actual impacts of the proposed LEZ on emissions of carbon dioxide
would be subject to, and is sensitive to, operator behaviour on the
introduction of the LEZ. For example, if more operators than expected
upgrade to newer vehicles rather than fitting particulate traps, there would
likely be a reduction in CO, emissions. If however, fewer operators bought
newer vehicles, there may be an increase in emissions.

13.5.3 There are a number of other uncertainties in the modelled outputs, which
make it difficult to predict the impact of the proposed LEZ on greenhouse gas
emissions. These include the performance of particulate trap technology and
factors that affect the fuel consumption of vehicles, including weight of the
vehicle, driving conditions and driving style.

13.6  Mitigation and monitoring

13.6.1 It is expected that the proposed LEZ would have a negligible impact CO,
emissions and a negligible effect, or possibly a small reduction in GHG
emissions. TfL will consider undertaking further modelling to quantify any
effect on other GHG emissions such as N;O that the proposed scheme might
have.

13.6.2 TfL will consider the benefits of monitoring GHG emissions after the
implementation of the proposed LEZ.

13.7 Conclusions

13.7.1 The effect of the proposed LEZ on climate change is expected to be
negligible.

13.8 References
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Conclusions
Introduction

TfL have undertaken a voluntary environmental appraisal, guided by the EIA
approach, as a best-practice measure to consider the likely significant
environmental effects of the proposed LEZ. This chapter summarises the
conclusions of the study.

Legislative Context and London Policy

The Mayor has powers to introduce road user charging schemes granted by
the Greater London Authority Act (1999) and the Transport Act (2000). The
proposed LEZ would, subject to the outcome of consultation, be implemented
using a Scheme Order under the GLA Act.

The proposed LEZ supports the EU’s Framework Directive on ambient air
guality assessment and management (96/62/EC) and daughter directives. It
Is also consistent with the Air Quality Strategy for England, Wales, Scotland
and Northern Ireland Working Together for Clean Air (DEFRA, 2000).

It also supports other key strategies and initiatives including:

. The Mayor's Transport Strategy (TfL, 2001)
. Cleaning London’s Air: The Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy (GLA, 2002)
o The London Plan (GLA, 2004)

o London Borough Air Quality Action Plans

Traffic

TfL’'s analysis indicates that the LEZ is likely to have a negligible impact in
terms of diverting trips with no origin or destination within London and 'rat-
running' on unsuitable roads owing to non-compliant vehicles attempting to
avoid LEZ enforcement camera sites. Equally the LEZ is unlikely to
significantly affect the numbers of people or volumes of goods transported by
road in London.

Air Quality

The proposed LEZ would reduce PMip and NOx emissions from road traffic.
The effects would extend beyond the boundary of the LEZ, out to and beyond
the M25 corridor. It would bring London closer to achieving the statutory and
provisional air quality objectives and EU limit values. The LEZ is thought likely
to have a significantly beneficial effect given the number of people affected by
the air quality benefits.

Noise

The impacts arising from construction noise and vibration are not expected to
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14.6

14.6.1

14.7

14.7.1

14.7.2

14.8

14.8.1

14.9

14.9.1

14.10

have significant effects but best practice measures would be implemented to
ensure that any noise generated is minimised. Once operational, the LEZ
could have potential small benefits on noise, as it removes older noisier
vehicles from the fleet. It is estimated that the environmental benefits are
likely to be real but marginal.

Landscape

Most of the proposed enforcement cameras and associated equipment are
likely to have visual effects of low or negligible significance. Similarly the
associated traffic signs would have a negligible effect on townscape character
and visual amenity.

Ecology

The introduction of a LEZ within Greater London, which is predicted to lead to
a reduction in concentrations of nitrogen dioxide and particulate matter, has
the potential to have a small beneficial effect on biodiversity within London.

The installation of the enforcement cameras and traffic signs would have no
significant effects on biodiversity.

Cultural Heritage

The LEZ would have a beneficial effect of reducing the soiling and decay, due
to dry deposition, of cultural heritage assets in London due to reductions in
emissions of particulate matter. However the effects are unlikely to be
significant.

Waste

The proposed LEZ is not expected to have significant adverse effects
resulting from increased scrapping of vehicles.

Climate Change

14.10.1 The effect of the proposed LEZ on climate change is expected to be

14.11

negligible.

Mitigation

14.11.1 The principal effect of the LEZ would be to improve air quality. Other effects

14.12

on the environment are not likely to be significant. Mitigation measures to
offset significant adverse effects are therefore unnecessary.

Monitoring

14.12.1 The following monitoring is proposed in the Environmental Report:
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Table 14.1: Proposed monitoring

Headline traffic figures for the Greater London area that
are currently monitored and readily available would
provide a useful source of information relating to traffic
flows by vehicle type on main routes into London and

Chapter 6 - Traffic also on the M25

It is suggested that a monitoring strategy be developed
that is also focused upon representative areas, such as
those around camera sites, or those identified in the
modelling, to assess the local impacts

Model pollutant emissions and air quality concentrations
using observed data

Measure ambient concentrations of NO2, PM10 and
PM2.5, and ozone in inner and outer zones with LEZ
compared to data outside London. Analyse data from
these sites (as annual means and 3-year rolling means)
to identify long term changes

Chapter 7 - Air Quality Measure NO2/NOx ratios and analyse data against
expected trends

Number of local authorities with AQMAs for NO2 and/or
PM10 due to traffic emissions

Number of HGVs and LGVs entering the LEZ

Changes to Euro emission standards of observed
vehicles in the LEZ

TfL should consider undertaking monitoring for a period
of several weeks prior to the launch of the LEZ and for a

_ o prolonged period after it is active
Chapter 8 - Noise and Vibration e e
Monitoring could also make use of the LEZ monitoring

cameras, which will record information on traffic types
and volumes

TfL could consider monitoring any changes in lichen and
Chapter 10 - Ecology moss abundance and distribution, as is this likely to yield
the greatest results
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Appendix 5-A: Scoping Tables

The following table is reproduced from the Scoping Report and lists the issues that were considered when defining the scope of the
Environmental Appraisal.

Construction Issues

Environmental Topic Issue ‘ Scoped in?

Water

Use of vehicles and machinery

1. Increase in surface runoff from soil compaction No - few if any sites will be close to surface waters

Works next to or near watercourses

2. Change in flow velocities No - few if any sites will be close to surface waters
Surface water hydrology and

channel morphology 3. Increased erosion and subsequent changes in bed
and bank stability

No - few if any sites will be close to surface waters

4. Increased flood risk No - few if any sites will be close to surface waters

Earthworks

5. Increased sedimentation of watercourses No - few if any sites will be close to surface waters
Surface water quality Earthworks

6. Pollution from suspended material No - few if any sites will be close to surface waters

7. Disturbance of contaminated soil and subsequent

pollution of watercourses No - few if any sites will be close to surface waters
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Environmental Topic

Issue

Materials management

‘ Scoped in?

8. Pollution from spills or leaks of fuel, oil and
construction materials

No - few if any sites will be close to surface waters

Groundwater quality

Earthworks

9. Disturbance of contaminated soil and subsequent
groundwater pollution

No - extent of works is limited

Materials management

10. Pollution from spills or leaks of fuel, oil and
construction materials

No - extent of works is limited and best construction
practice will be followed

Land
Excavations and earthworks
Landscape
11. Possible creation of a new landform No - extent of works is limited
Use of vehicles and machinery
12. Compaction No - extent of works is limited
13. Erosion No - extent of works is limited
Soils
Earthworks
14. Further erosion of exposed soil No - extent of works is limited
15. Digging of holes and fom_mdatlons in the soil on site No - extent of works is limited
for pylon or tower construction
Geology Excavations
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Environmental Topic

Issue

16. Removal of rock

‘ Scoped in?

No - extent of works is limited

Air

Local Air Quality

Use of vehicles and machinery

17. Emissions from construction site traffic

No - extent of works is limited

18. Dust generation

No - extent of works is limited

Terrestrial Ecology

Earthworks and excavations

19. Habitat removal, fragmentation or severance

No - extent of works is limited

20. Disturbance to, or loss of, species (including rare
and sensitive species)

Yes - possible disturbance to species or sensitive sites

Human Environment

Socio-economic

Earthworks and excavations

21. Disruption of services such as electricity, gas,
water, or telecommunications due to the construction
works

No - extent of works is limited

22. Construction-related employment

No - extent of works is limited

23. Traffic delays

No - extent of works is limited

Health and Safety

Earthworks and excavations

24. Risk of injury on construction site

No - extent of works is limited and best construction
practice will be followed

Amenity

Restricted access
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Environmental Topic Issue Scoped in?

No - extent of works is limited and best construction

25. Conflicts of interest may arise with land users ) .
practice will be followed

Use of vehicles and machinery

Nuisance 26. Traffic delays No - extent of works is limited

27. Noise from construction traffic and operations No - extent of works is limited

Architectural and archaeological Construction

heritage 28. Damage to known or unknown features of No - extent of works is limited and best construction
archaeological or cultural importance practice will be followed

Operational Issues

Environmental Topic Issue Scoped in?

Water

Use of materials

Surface water hydrology and 29. Negligible impact No - negligible impact

channel morphology

Site drainage

30. Negligible impact No - negligible impact
Surface water quality Materials management
31. Pollution from spills or leaks No - few if any sites will be close to surface waters

Transport for London
November 2006 108



London Low Emission Zone: Environmental Appraisal

Environmental Report

Environmental Topic

Issue

Use of machinery

‘ Scoped in?

32. Negligible impact

No - negligible impact

Groundwater hydrology

Physical presence of post foundations

33. Negligible impact

No - number and extent of sites very small

Groundwater quality

Materials management

34. Pollution from spills or leaks

No - spills or leaks not likely to be associated with
maintenance of LEZ infrastructure

Use of machinery

35. Negligible impact

No - negligible impact

Land

Physical presence of posts

Landscape 36. Change in character of landscape Yes - potentially adverse townscape effects
37. Obvious visual intrusion of the posts and .
; Yes - potentially adverse townscape effects
associated structures
Use of vehicles and machinery
Soils

38. Soil compaction

No - number and extent of sites very small

Air

Local Air Quality

Ongoing use of road

39. Changes in exhaust emissions leading to altered
levels of airborne pollutants

Yes - LEZ is expected to have a beneficial effect on
emissions
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Environmental Topic

Issue

40. Potential for highly polluted “hotspots”

‘ Scoped in?

No - LEZ is expected to have a beneficial effect on
emissions, so no new hotspots are likely to be created

Regional / global air quality

Ongoing use of road

41. Increased contribution to greenhouse gases

No - the earlier SEA established that effects on
greenhouse gas emissions will be small

42. Change in air quality

Yes - LEZ is expected to improve air quality

Terrestrial Ecology

Physical presence of posts

44, Alteration or loss of terrestrial habitats

Yes - effects from improvements to air quality will be
investigated

Human Environment

Socio-economic

Operations

45. Small employment opportunities associated with
ongoing maintenance of the infrastructure

No - LEZ not likely to have significant direct
employment effects

46. Reduction in property value immediately adjacent
to posts

No - number and extent of sites very small

47. Economic effects from the changes in fleet profile

Yes - however this issue will be addressed in the
separately produced Economic Impact Assessment

Access
Amenity
48. Alteration of rights of way or reduction in access No - number and extent of sites a very small
Use of vehicles and machinery
Nuisance Yes - possible increase in noise resulting from rat

49. Noise from construction traffic and operations

running to avoid charge, also possible decrease from
newer vehicles

Architectural and archaeological

IhAavida~nn~

Operation
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Environmental Topic Issue Scoped in?

heritage 50. Damage to known or unknown features of Yes - reduced soiling effects from PM will be
archaeological or cultural importance investigated
Operation
Waste 51. Increase in volume of waste resulting from early I : .
. ) Yes - potential increase in number of vehicles
scrapping of vehicles
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Appendix 7-A: Projected Air Quality Impacts Summary

Oxides of Nitrogen PMjo - annual PMj - daily
Area with >35
(pre-2010) and
Population in area >10 (2010)
exceeding annual exceedances p/a
mean PM;, objective of daily PMq
objective

Area Area
exceeding exceeding
Emissions of annual mean Population in area Emissions of annual mean
NOx NO, objective exceeding objective PMjo PM;, objective
for 2010 for 2010
(40ug/m®) (23ug/m®)

Population in area
exceeding objective

(50ug/m®)

Scenario

eduction in
pulation
xposure
eduction in
pulation
xposure
eduction in
pulation
xposure

[o]
[o]
[o]

Population exposed

Population exposed

Population exposed

Tonnes emitted

Tonnes emitted

Base Line 2005 39181 227 1930 2754 191 1392 6 32

Base Line 2008 33851 160 1370 2462 75 495 3 14

2008 LEZ (HGVs: Euro

Il for PMyo only) 32563 3.8 152 5.2 1289 81 519 2398 2.6 71 5.8 464 31 6.3 & 7.4% 13 0.7 4.9
Base Line 2010 27054 88 707 2184 27 159 18 102

2010 LEZ (HGVs &
LGVs: Euro Il for PMyo
only) 26390 2.5 85 3.7 675 33 4.6 2120 2.9 25 7.5 146 12 7.8 16 6.8% 94 7.7 7.6

Base Line 2012 25358 78 625 2142 17 96 10 52
2012 LEZ (HGVs: Euro
IV for PMy & LGVs:

Euro Ill for PMyo only) 22883 9.8 66 15.6 518 107 | 17.1 2002 6.6 14 16.2 79 17 17.8 8 14.7% 44 8.3 | 16.1

Base Line 2015 21634 56 443 2042 8 46 5 27
2015 LEZ (HGVs: Euro
IV for PMy & LGVs:

Euro Ill for PMyo only) 20677 4.4 52 7.4 408 36 8.1 1995 2.3 8 6.4 43 4 7.8 5 7.3% 25 1.8 6.8

Transport for London
November 2006 112



London Low Emission Zone: Environmental Appraisal

Environmental Report

Appendix 10-A: Epping Forest SSSI

Epping Forest SSSI

Team - Essex, Hertfordshire And London - SSSI name - Epping Forest - Staff member responsible for site - Gordon Wyatt
Habitat affected (in all cases): Broadleaved, mixed and yew woodland — lowland

Unit
number

Unit ID Latest

assessment

Unit area

East Of England, Essex, Epping Forest

Assessment
description

Condition assessment comment

Reason for adverse

condition

6 1014288 67.61 03 Dec 2002 Unfavourable no | Generally OK but almost no beech regeneration. Possibly Other - specify in
change deer, but ivy and hornbeam NOT badly browsed - MAY be comments
effect of air pollution; OR of climate change?
7 1014279 26.16 19 Aug 2005 Unfavourable no | Visited 16 July 2005. Reintroduction of extensive grazing Air pollution
change working well with good heathland/acid grassland recovery.
However, many trees, especially beech and oak, exhibiting
obvious signs of poor health, presumably due to air pollution.
8 1014243 95.72 15 Jan 2003 Unfavourable no | Wet heath dominated by Molinia. Another point of concernis | Other - specify in
change the degree of beech mortality and lack of regen (possibly as a [comments,
result of climate change and/or air pollution). Undergrazing, Air
pollution
9 1014298 76.18 11 Mar 2003 Unfavourable no | Unfavourable for two reasons: 1) lack of grazing on wet heath |Air pollution,
change (due to be addressed through reintroduction of grazing); 2) Undergrazing
excessive mortality of old beech pollards with very little
seedling regeneration (believed to be at least partially due to
air pollution).
10 1014271 41.94 26 Mar 2003 Unfavourable no | Heathland requires grazing. Concerns re low level of beech Air pollution,
change regen, possibly due to air pollution. Toads breeding in Wake |Undergrazing
Valley Pond. Adder seen just to sw of Pond.
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Unit ID Assessment

description

Latest
assessment

Unit area
(kY

Unit
number

date

Condition assessment comment

Reason for adverse
condition

12 1014289 43.76 18 Mar 2003 Unfavourable Unfavourable for two reasons: 1) lack of grazing of heath; 2) | Air pollution,
declining excessive mortality of old beech pollards and lack of seedling |Undergrazing
regeneration (believed to be at least partially due to air
pollution).
13 1014290 78.54 18 Mar 2003 Unfavourable no | Unfavourable for two reasons: 1) excessive mortality of old Inappropriate scrub
change beech pollards and lack of seedling regeneration (believed to |control, Air pollution
be at least partially due to air pollution); 2) Rhododendron
problem at western and northeastern corners of unit.
28 1014299 35.07 17 Apr 2002 Unfavourable 1. N deposition from air pollution. 2. sycamore invasion. 3. Inappropriate scrub
declining damage due to burst private sewer (flow stopped within 7-8 control, Air pollution
days, following service of Enforcement Notice by LPA).
32 1014297 37.06 17 Apr 2002 Unfavourable no | N deposition from air pollution. Air pollution
change
London, Greater London, Waltham Forest
33 1014283 36.61 09 Jan 2003 Unfavourable no | Lack of regeneration in The Sale, possibly due to excessive Other - specify in
change squirrel population. Area also known to have excessively high [comments,
NOx levels. Inappropriate pest
control, Air pollution
36 1014287 58.74 20 Mar 2002 Unfavourable Problems: 1) too much visitor pressure - all paths heavily Other - specify in
declining eroded, especially around hollow Pond; 2) not enough comments, Public
woodland regeneration - at least partly due to most acorns access/disturbance,
being knopperised; 3) most trees unhealthy (air pollution?), Inappropriate scrub
but not enough dead wood retained when they die; 4) acid control,
grassland is species poor (air pollution?) and not grazed Undergrazing, Air
(most is cut); 5) invaded by broom and some gorse - only pollution
control appears to be arson. "Other" in reasons for adverse
condition relates to knopper gall problem affecting
reaeneration. The findamental nrohlem is road traffic - 1) air
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Unit Unit ID Unit area Latest Assessment Condition assessment comment Reason for adverse

number (ha) assessment description condition
date

pollution; 2) prevents grazing (can't fence site due to legal
constraints).

London, Greater London, Redbridge

31 1014296 16.13 17 Apr 2002 Unfavourable 1) N deposition from air pollution, 2) alien species (legacy Air pollution,
declining from Victorian plantings) Inappropriate weed
control
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