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Executive Summary
In a speech on 4th March 2022, Mayor Sadiq Khan announced his instruction to “TfL
to consult on expanding the Ultra Low Emission Zone London-wide in 2023”.1 In the
same speech he stated that in the long-term his preference would be for “all existing
road user charges, such as the Congestion Charge and ULEZ, to be scrapped and
replaced with a smarter, simpler and fair scheme that charges motorists on a per mile
basis” and that he had ”asked TfL to start exploring how this concept could be
developed.”2
The Mayor’s argument is that expanding the ULEZ – and then, when possible,
replacing it with road user charging – would be bene cial for Londoners and is the
right thing to do. It is noteworthy that Seb Dance, his Deputy Mayor for Transport,
recently tried to justify his support for ULEZ expansion by arguing:
"We want to expand the bene ts that we've seen in London to the whole of London.
Why should people in outer London not have the same clean air policies that people
in London have hitherto enjoyed?”3
This report will explain why both expanding the Ultra-Low Emission Zone and seeking
to introduce London-wide road pricing would be damaging mistakes that, despite the
high-minded words of the Mayor and his Deputy, would in reality be primarily
designed to squeeze money out of Londoners who cannot easily a ord it. It will also
look at vehicle usage in London more generally to consider what possibilities are
sustainable. A second report, to be released in August, will tackle head-on the idea
that these policies are the best way to improve London’s air quality and lay out better,
fairer alternatives.

1

https://www.london.gov.uk/press-releases/mayoral/mayor-sets-out-london-wide-ulez-plans

2

https://www.london.gov.uk/press-releases/mayoral/mayor-sets-out-london-wide-ulez-plans

https://www.itv.com/news/london/2022-06-16/london-businesses-worried-ulez-will-wipe-out-trade-if-pollutionzone-expands
3
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Recommendations
1. The Mayor should cancel plans to expand the Ultra-Low Emission Zone.
2. The Mayor should cancel exploratory work on introducing London-wide
road pricing.
3. The Government should make clear that any national road pricing
scheme would:
• Replace existing vehicle charges and be revenue neutral
• Not entail any details or information being sold or given to a third
party or used for any reason other than their primary one.
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London’s Air Quality
In order to consider the case for and against expanding the Ultra-Low Emission Zone,
it is important to have a good sense of London’s air quality. On 16th December 2021,
Transport for London (TfL) and the Greater London Authority (GLA) published the
London Atmospheric Emissions Inventory 2019.4 This document establishes “a new
baseline for 2019” as well as “the impacts associated with the operation of the central
London Ultra Low Emission Zone (ULEZ).” However it does not cover the impact of the
expanded ULEZ, which this report will consider in a subsequent section.
The inventory nds that “since 2013, there has been a signi cant reduction in total
NOx emissions across the whole of London and also in central London.” Further to
this it shows that “compared to 2016, total NOx emissions have reduced by 18% in
Greater London, and 17% in central London” with “the largest reduction in (tonnes of)
NOx emissions… from road transport in both Greater London and central London.” In
addition, “road transport NOx emissions reduced by 31% across London, and 43% in
central London, re ecting the impact of the central London ULEZ.”5
In short, the London Atmospheric Emissions Inventory 2019, makes a strong case for
the central London ULEZ, whilst also clearly showing that there is more to do to
improve London’s air quality. Perhaps that goes some way to explaining how the
current Mayor decided that if a policy worked in one part of London it would make
sense to expand it.

https://airdrive-secure.s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/london/dataset/london-atmospheric-emissions-inventory-laei--2019/2022-02-03T13%3A13%3A03/LAEI%202019%20Summary%20Note%20FINAL%20V2.pdf?X-AmzAlgorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Credential=AKIAJJDIMAIVZJDICKHA%2F20220722%2Feuwest-1%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Date=20220722T083346Z&X-Amz-Expires=300&X-AmzSignature=b33959250a458a28db8beefac6d5555c51b82ea2bf0e35c526d756a70bdfff36&X-AmzSignedHeaders=host
4
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London-wide Ultra-Low Emission Zone
The story of the Ultra-Low Emission Zone is a story of a Mayor in search of a legacy.
The central London ULEZ was con rmed by Sadiq Khan’s predecessor Boris Johnson
on 26th March 2015.6 It would have been introduced on 7th September 2020, using
precisely the same boundaries as the Congestion Charge Zone (CCZ). The GLA
Conservatives backed the central London ULEZ from the beginning for several
reasons. First, it e ectively targeted poor air quality where the problem was greatest.
Secondly, by using the existing Congestion Charge infrastructure, it would be cheap
and straightforward to introduce it. Thirdly, it would be introduced in an area with
excellent public transport.
When he became Mayor in May 2016, Sadiq Khan was not slow to announce changes
to the implementation of the ULEZ. On 5th July that year he announced that the
central London ULEZ would be introduced a year earlier than planned and that it
would be expanded to the North and South Circulars in 2020.7 In the event, the
central London ULEZ started in April 20198 and it was expanded in October 2021.
In January 2017, my former GLA Conservatives colleague and current MP for
Orpington, Gareth Bacon published a report entitled ‘A Breath Of Fresh Air: A Better
Approach To Improving London's Air Quality’.9 This report examined the rationale
for the early implementation of the central London Ultra Low Emission Zone [ULEZ]
and the proposal to extend the ULEZ to North and South Circulars and argued against
both, in large part due to their impact on the most deprived Londoners and small
businesses.
In addition, the report explained why “expanding the ULEZ to the North and South
Circulars would be very much a blunt instrument, imposing restrictions on large areas
where the problem [of poor air quality] does not exist, yet… would deliver only
marginal improvements in air quality across the expanded area.”10 The report further
explains that “A far more e ective and fairer solution would be to target hotspot
areas with speci c measures, alongside other measures that do not require a
ULEZ.”11
The GLA Conservatives’ position remains that expanding the ULEZ to the North and
South Circulars was a blunt instrument that has caused real hardship to Londoners
who struggled to a ord to upgrade their vehicle but who have little choice but to
6

https://www.london.gov.uk/press-releases/mayoral/ultra-low-emission-zone

7

https://www.london.gov.uk/press-releases/mayoral/mayor-unveils-action-plan-to-battle-toxic-air

8

https://www.london.gov.uk/press-releases/mayoral/ulez-will-start-in-2019-to-tackle-toxic-air

9

https://www.glaconservatives.co.uk/_ les/ugd/047866_fe71fe63323e46f08194b76f005e7280.pdf

10

Page 6, https://www.glaconservatives.co.uk/_ les/ugd/047866_fe71fe63323e46f08194b76f005e7280.pdf

11

Page 6, https://www.glaconservatives.co.uk/_ les/ugd/047866_fe71fe63323e46f08194b76f005e7280.pdf
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drive. Having pushed through such a contentious decision in the middle of a
pandemic which had damaged many people’s nances, the very least the Mayor
could have done was to ensure that he did nothing further to worsen the cost of living
for Londoners.
Nevertheless, on 4th March 2022 the Mayor announced his intention to consult on
expanding the ULEZ to make the scheme London-wide.12 This was despite further
ULEZ expansion not being in his manifesto and despite the GLA Environment team
estimating that only a total of between 20,000 and 40,000 polluting vehicles will be
taken o the roads because of further expansion of the ULEZ. The Mayor originally
claimed that expanding the ULEZ to make it London-wide would reduce NO2
emissions by 10%13 but the detailed impact assessment later found that NO2 levels
across London would fall by just 1%14. There is an inherent contradiction in the Mayor’s
decision as, although it is clear that he does believe in the importance of improving
London’s air quality, it is hard to escape the viewpoint that making the ULEZ Londonwide is more of a money-making scheme than an environmental one. In so doing
London’s Mayor is ignoring a number of potential schemes that would improve
London’s air quality without having a disproportionate impact on London’s least well
o .
On 19th July 2022 TfL published a Six-Month Report on the Expanded ULEZ.15
Although the Mayor tried to spin its ndings as an endorsement of October’s ULEZ
expansion and his proposal for further expansion in August 2023, claiming expansion
was making an "incredible di erence"16, this was not supported by a close reading of
the report. This is why the Evening Standard (“ULEZ extension has had less impact on
cutting toxic air than original central London zone, TfL data indicates”17) and the BBC
(“ULEZ expanded zone has had limited impact so far, TfL report says”18) were quick to
contradict the Mayor’s assertion. The report is clear that the unusual travel patterns
over the last few years, largely due to the Covid pandemic and fuel shortages, make
“it di cult to de nitively attribute changes in emissions and concentrations to the

12

https://www.london.gov.uk/press-releases/mayoral/mayor-sets-out-london-wide-ulez-plans

13 Ibid

London-wide ULEZ Integrated Impact Assessment, https://ehq-production-europe.s3.euwest-1.amazonaws.com/2e0438f24520ece474690bb99a94108e4a555b1e/original/1652882837/
c7731c1b9dd3c304567a31d5b4816351_Londonwide_ULEZ_Integrated_Impact_Assessment_%28ULEZ_Scheme_IIA%29_%282%29.pdf?X-AmzAlgorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Credential=AKIAIBJCUKKD4ZO4WUUA%2F20220728%2Feuwest-1%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Date=20220728T114403Z&X-Amz-Expires=300&X-AmzSignedHeaders=host&X-AmzSignature=b1fe97c42f6f76a0c677cab55a5bc9d023379aa3eb311d2b0f813f0dfe08c681
14

15

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/ les/expanded_ultra_low_emission_zone_six_month_report.pdf

16

https://www.london.gov.uk/press-releases/mayoral/londoners-breathing-cleaner-air-thanks-to-ulez

https://www.standard.co.uk/news/london/ulez-expansion-london-air-pollution-levels-today-sadiq-khanb1013242.html
17

18

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-london-62224609
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impacts of the ULEZ, its expansion and changes to the LEZ.”19 The report also
suggests that the expanded ULEZ has had little impact in reducing Nitrogen Dioxide
emissions.20

The lack of evidence that the ULEZ expansion has been successful may be
uncomfortable for the Mayor – it is, after all, his agship scheme – but that should not
mean he ploughs ahead regardless with an approach that causes real hardship to
many Londoners. Spending hundreds of millions of pounds of taxpayers money on
largely redundant infrastructure is unacceptable and should have cross-party
opposition, not least because of the opportunity cost of that spending. Money spent
on cameras and ULEZ infrastructure cannot also be spent on environmental
improvements that are more likely to be e ective. An investigation of alternative
approaches to improving London’s air quality will be published on in August.

Page 12, https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/ les/
expanded_ultra_low_emission_zone_six_month_report.pdf
19

Page 32, https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/ les/
expanded_ultra_low_emission_zone_six_month_report.pdf
20
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Cost of Living
In his speech launching this policy the Mayor explained that he had been looking for a
scheme that would have the biggest e ect on reducing emissions and congestion
relative to the potential nancial impact on Londoners as a whole. The Mayor
concluded that expanding the ULEZ London-wide was the best approach. However,
the scheme does have an e ect on the most deprived Londoners who may not be
able to a ord to upgrade their vehicles. The Bene t Cap is £442.31 per week for a
single parent family in London.21 It would be an additional cost to households of
£87.50 a week22 to use a non-compliant vehicle every day of the week in London. It is
fair to say that a London-wide ULEZ would have a signi cant in uence on the cost of
living.
During the recent local elections, the announcement of the consultation on a Londonwide ULEZ was raised particularly on the doorsteps of Londoners who live on the
borders. Small business owners complained with some saying it might be easier to
just close their businesses rather than nance new vehicles. The impact on SMEs was
something raised by the Federation of Small Businesses (FSB) during the consultation
for the expansion out to the North and South Circulars23. The Mayor chose to ignore
the views of the FSB.
When the Mayor announced his plan to expand the ULEZ, he claimed that in so doing
he was announcing a better alternative to the plan he was previously considering of
introducing a boundary charge for anyone driving into London.24 The GLA
Conservatives had strongly opposed the idea of a boundary charge, with my
colleague Peter Fortune AM commenting:
"Sadiq Khan needs to drop his disastrous boundary charge threat. Slapping drivers
with a daily charge to enter Greater London would hit commuters with a £1,000 a year
bill for visiting, working and shopping in our city.
"That's an eye-watering bill to push onto struggling families in the Home Counties. It
would also have a catastrophic e ect on Outer London's businesses and public
services that rely on customers and workers who live outside the capital.”25
However, whilst the scrapping of the Mayor’s plans for a boundary charge was
positive all of its downsides would still apply to an expanded ULEZ. Those living
outside of London who want to visit family members in London or eat at London
21

https://www.gov.uk/bene t-cap/bene t-cap-amounts

22

£12.50 per day multiplied by 7 days.

Federation of Small Business London: Infrastructure Policy Report – Transportation/Broadband/Mobile
Telephony, February 2021, Page 5
23

24

https://www.london.gov.uk/press-releases/mayoral/mayor-sets-out-london-wide-ulez-plans

25

https://www.glaconservatives.co.uk/post/letter-sadiq-khan-must-drop-boundary-charge-plan
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restaurants or shop at London shops are less likely to do so if there is an additional
£12.50 a day cost to driving into London. Some people may be able to switch to public
transport, but many will not. On top of this, there are many people who live outside of
London but work inside for whom driving to work is the only option that makes sense.
This may be because they start or nish work at a time when public transport options
are minimal, or it could be because driving is signi cantly faster than the public
transport options that are available. Regardless, it should not be ignored that an
expanded ULEZ would be damaging for many people who live outside of London and
for many businesses, charities, restaurants and leisure facilities that rely on those
people being able to access them.
Ultimately the arguments from A Breath of Fresh Air against the October 2021 ULEZ
expansion still apply and, indeed, have been exacerbated by the cost-of-living crisis.
Seeking to expand the ULEZ to cover almost all of Greater London in 2023 will be
immensely damaging and will do relatively little to improve London’s air quality, which
is its ostensible purpose. The Mayor has set aside around £200 million to spend on
expanding the ULEZ.26 This is a signi cant amount of money to spend. In addition, the
Mayor does not plan to stop there. We know that he sees ULEZ expansion as simply
the next step in raising a lot more money from motorists and driving poorer Londoners
o the road.

https://www.standard.co.uk/news/london/ulez-expansion-greater-london-boundary-cost-two-hundred-millionpounds-b1011721.html
26
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Road Pricing
Whenever Sadiq Khan is asked about road pricing, his eyes light up. For a Mayor who
has done so much damage to Transport for London’s nances, there is a clear sense
that road pricing could be his ‘Get out of jail free’ card, raising billions of pounds and
enabling him to escape the consequences of his disastrous decisions. However this
excitement is tinged with fear, presumably because the Mayor recognises that road
pricing has the potential to infuriate a great many Londoners and risks undermining
any plans he has for a return to national politics.
It was Louis XIV's Finance Minister, Jean-Baptiste Colbert, who famously declared that
“the art of taxation consists in plucking the goose so as to obtain the most feathers
with the least hissing.”27 As much as Sadiq Khan is excited to pluck the goose, he
must know that the volume of hissing could be deafening.
We also know that Sadiq Khan much prefers to try and raise more money from
Londoners rather than making the sometimes di cult, but necessary savings that an
e ective Mayor of London would make. Consider, for example, his desperation to
avoid reforming TfL pensions.28 This despite the fact that the independent Glaister
Review into TfL’s nances had characterised the existing scheme as “expensive,
outdated and must be reformed”.29
Indeed even the report that the Mayor commissioned, by the former General
Secretary of the Trades Union Congress Sir Brendan Barber, was forced to admit that
reducing TfL’s 31% pension contribution, more than double the public sector average,
would save TfL £182.4 million per year.30 In trying to avoid reasonable savings such as
these, the Mayor is instead choosing to make damaging service cuts and to try to
squeeze funds from hard-pressed Londoners.
In June 2019 Gareth Bacon published a report entitled Highway Robbery: The Case
Against Road Pricing in London31. The report outlined three main reasons why a
London-only road pricing scheme would be unacceptable. First, that there are better
and fairer ways of raising the money that a London-wide road pricing scheme could
raise, such as reducing TfL pension contributions to the public sector average.
Secondly that “if the Mayor tries to force Londoners out of their cars by increasing the
cost of driving, he will inevitably catch those who have little choice but to drive.” A
London-wide scheme risks forcing poorer Londoners o the roads. Thirdly, Gareth
argued that “for many people, driving represents freedom” and that the state should
undermine this ability at its peril.
27

https://www.goodreads.com/quotes/724935-the-art-of-taxation-consists-of-plucking-the-goose-so

28

https://twitter.com/RossLydall/status/1540076635449327619

29

https://content.t .gov.uk/t -independent-panel-review-december-2020.pdf

30

https://content.t .gov.uk/t -independent-pensions-review-march-2022.pdf

31

https://www.glaconservatives.co.uk/_ les/ugd/047866_268533e589504ec89b218c8ecb52b7de.pdf
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However, the fact that a London-only scheme would be unacceptable does not
necessarily mean that all schemes are unacceptable. Rather it illustrates the hurdles
that any prospective national scheme should have to clear – and, indeed, to mitigate
more e ectively than a London scheme. Indeed it is only reasonable that any scheme
should be judged on its merits.
Consequently, a key point to consider is what taxes or charges a road pricing scheme
would replace. The Mayor’s view is that a London-wide road pricing scheme would
replace the Congestion Charge and the ULEZ, which he plans to expand to the
Greater London boundary.32 Such a plan would be as unacceptable as it was when
Highway Robbery was published.
A national road pricing scheme could, as suggested in the Transport Select
Committee’s recent report on Road Pricing33, replace Fuel Duty and Vehicle Emissions
Duty. Should this happen, there would be genuine potential bene ts. As the Chair of
the Transport Committee, Huw Merriman MP, said when launching the report:
“It’s time for an honest conversation on motoring taxes. The Government’s plans to
reach net zero by 2050 are ambitious. Zero emission vehicles are part of that plan.
However, the resulting loss of two major sources of motor taxation will leave a £35
billion black hole in nances unless the Government acts now - that’s four per cent of
the entire tax-take.”34
Given the inevitable loss of funds from Fuel Duty and Vehicle Emissions Duty, as
increasing numbers of vehicles become electric, it is necessary to consider road
pricing from that perspective. Whilst it is technically possible that the Government
could choose to make driving cheaper, and either nd the funds by increasing other
taxes or cut overall spending, given the scale of a potential £35 billion loss this seems
unlikely. More plausible is that the Government will choose to tax driving in a di erent
way.
A key bene t of road pricing as a replacement funding mechanism is that it shifts the
burden of taxation from car ownership to car usage. This has a number of
rami cations. By reducing the sunk cost of car ownership, the incentive for those who
own a car to drive is reduced. In other words the current system of vehicle taxation
may sometimes lead to people choosing to drive, not because that is their best option
for a speci c journey but because the cost of owning a car makes it more e cient to
make use of that vehicle. Therefore road pricing can e ectively remove a market
distortion and make it more likely that people will consider each journey they take –
and how best to make it – on its merits.
32

https://www.london.gov.uk/press-releases/mayoral/mayor-sets-out-london-wide-ulez-plans

33

https://committees.parliament.uk/publications/8754/documents/88692/default/

https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/153/transport-committee/news/160791/road-pricing-act-now-toavoid-35-billion- scal-black-hole-urge-mps/
34
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This strengthens the case for a national road pricing scheme. However the argument
only works if the overall change is revenue neutral. There are understandable
concerns that a shift to road pricing would lead to signi cantly more money being
squeezed from motorists, not least because it is clear that politicians such as Sadiq
Khan see it in exactly that way. The fact that the current Mayor seemingly has no
compunction about the extent to which trying to force through road pricing in London
risks Londoners paying twice further undermines the idea.
Furthermore, it is also worth noting that, looking around the World, there are no
examples of a successful road pricing scheme that operates in this way. That does not
mean it is not worth the Government investigating the possibility of road pricing – and
it seems likely that other countries, facing the same reduction in tax take as drivers
transition from petrol and diesel cars to electric vehicles, will be doing the same.
However it does strongly suggest that there are real nancial, practical and logistical
issues if London were to try and lead the way. It would be easy for London to end up
on the wrong track with a awed scheme. There are bene ts to letting other countries
or cities make the initial mistakes and taking the opportunity to learn from them.
Any road pricing scheme could lead to further potential negative repercussions. In the
GLA Conservatives’ report Highway Robbery, it was noted that the way in which a
road pricing scheme was implemented has potential “practical and civil liberties
considerations”35. The report claimed:
“The technology required to make this form of road pricing work would almost
inevitably include Global Navigation Satellite System (GNSS) technology. In other
words, there would be a black box in every car that would be capable of identifying
exactly where each car was located at any given time.”
It is easy to consider the possible negative rami cations of such a system. It is vital,
therefore, that any road pricing scheme recognises these issues and ameliorates
them.
Ultimately, whilst there is no case for introducing road pricing in London, there are
potential bene ts to introducing a nationwide scheme – as well as potential
drawbacks. In order to judge any potential scheme on its merits, any road pricing
scheme should therefore pass the following tests:

https://www.glaconservatives.co.uk/_ les/ugd/047866_268533e589504ec89b218c8ecb52b7de.pdf
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Tests for a Road Pricing Scheme to be Acceptable
1. Any road pricing scheme should be a national scheme, not London-only.
2. Any scheme should replace existing vehicle charges and be revenue neutral.
Therefore the introduction of a road pricing scheme must see the scrapping of Fuel
Duty and Vehicle Excise Duty and should not raise more money than the taxes or
charges it replaces.
3. No details or information from any road pricing scheme must ever be sold or given
to a third party or used for any reason other than their primary one.

Shaun Bailey AM
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What Does Car Usage Look Like In London? How
Will It Be Sustainable?
As per the Mayor’s Transport Strategy, Sadiq Khan has an “aim for 80 per cent of all
trips in London to be made on foot, by cycle or using public transport by 2041.”36
Whilst this is a positive aspiration, such an aim should be accompanied by an
understanding that if this is a London-wide aim, there will be signi cant variation
across London’s boroughs and between inner and outer London on how it might be
achieved.
In trying to achieve such an aim, there are broadly two potential strategies that a
Mayor could pursue. The rst would entail consistently trying to stop Londoners
driving. It would mean reducing road space and seeking to make driving less
comfortable, less convenient and more expensive. The second would mean a focus
on increasing choice of transport modal options, without seeking to restrict
Londoners’ abilities to decide for themselves which choice best suits them. It would
recognise that most Londoners will use di erent transport modes at di erent times
and for di erent journeys and go with the grain of that position. The second strategy
would be most e ective and sustainable but that is not the strategy this Mayor, who in
his rst term cancelled or delayed twenty-two out of twenty-six major transport
infrastructure projects37, is pursuing.
Across London the variation in terms of access to a car per household is notable.38
For example, in percentage terms, access in Richmond-upon-Thames (75%) is
approximately three times as great as in Islington (26%). There are a number of
reasons for this. One is that the lives of many outer London residents may often face
out of London as much as into London. In addition, whilst radial public transport
options are often strong, orbital routes in outer London are often far weaker. It is easy
to understand how the number of Islington residents who need to drive may be
considerably smaller than for residents of Richmond, Bexley, Hillingdon or Sutton.
In Highway Robbery this was highlighted via reference to Bexleyheath and
Orpington, which are both in the Bexley and Bromley London Assembly constituency
a little under eight miles apart. He noted “that traveling from one to the other via
public transport would take 55 minutes at best and would involve two train journeys in
and out of Lewisham. By contrast, Google suggests the journey via car would take 30
minutes.” This pattern is true again and again across outer London.
So, if people act rationally, many journeys will continue to be made by car. That is not
to suggest that there is nothing the Mayor could or should be doing to make it easier
for Londoners to use other transport modes. There is certainly scope to expand the
36

Page 22, https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/ les/mayors-transport-strategy-2018.pdf

37

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/ les/2020-21_budget_report_ nal.pdf

38

Page 11, https://content.t .gov.uk/technical-note-12-how-many-cars-are-there-in-london.pdf
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provision of express orbital bus routes, like the X26 from West Croydon to Heathrow,
which would have a real impact on journey times. The Mayor should be working with
boroughs and local stakeholders to draft a series of outer London transport strategies,
as recommended in my colleague Nick Rogers’ recent report Spaghetti South
Western39. This would, without seeking to impose a one-size- ts-all approach, help
local areas to drive forward the changes they need locally to improve local transport
options and connectivity.
This is necessary, not least because there are vast di erences in public transport
provision across London. To show this, it is worth looking at the Public Transport
Accessibility Level
(PTAL) of di erent parts of London. The PTAL value rates “a selected place based on
how close it is to public transport and how frequent services are in the area.40 PTAL
values range from a highest level of connectivity of 6b to a lowest connectivity of 0.
Highway Robbery noted that “Dulwich Village – just inside the South Circular – has a
PTAL that ranges between 0 and 2. Furthermore, Dulwich Village is far from unique in
having poor public transport accessibility within London. In comparison the vast
majority of Central London measures 6a or 6b.” There should be a concerted e ort to
raise PTAL ratings across London. Frustratingly any such e ort is far from apparent.
Nevertheless, even where PTAL ratings are higher, that does not imply that Londoners
should not have the right to drive or to decide for themselves which mode suits their
need at any given time.

39

https://www.glaconservatives.co.uk/_ les/ugd/be2809_1c222d48a6f1495cbe8225ba1870d921.pdf

40

https://content.t .gov.uk/connectivity-assessment-guide.pdf
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Recommendations
1. The Mayor should cancel plans to expand the Ultra-Low Emission Zone.
2. The Mayor should cancel exploratory work on introducing London-wide
road pricing.
3. The Government should make clear that any national road pricing
scheme would:
• Replace existing vehicle charges and be revenue neutral
• Not entail any details or information being sold or given to a third
party or used for any reason other than their primary one.
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Conclusion
The Mayor has frequently sought to claim that his decision to expand the ULEZ, rst to
the North and South Circular and – if it goes ahead – next year to cover almost all of
Greater London, is an environmental measure. He argues that its aim is to improve
London’s air quality and that the revenue it raises is immaterial. This claim does not
stand up to scrutiny. This report has made the case for why expanding the ULEZ is a
mistake that is deeply damaging to many Londoners. It has explained why road
pricing could only be acceptable at a national level and not in London alone and it has
laid out why, although there are certainly sensible policies the Mayor could pursue to
encourage more Londoners to travel via transport modes other than their cars, there
are many legitimate reasons why driving may be the best option for some journeys
and for some people.
Nevertheless, if ULEZ expansion is not the answer, the question of how to improve
London’s air quality is an important one. In my next report I will explain in detail what
the Mayor should be doing to answer it.
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