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The Society of Motor Manufacturers and Traders (SMMT) is the leading trade association for the UK automotive industry. SMMT provides expert advice and information to members as well as to external organisations. It represents some 600 member companies ranging from vehicle manufacturers, component and material suppliers to power train providers and design engineers. The motor industry is an important sector of the UK economy. It generates a manufacturing turnover approaching £45 billion and supports around 850,000 jobs.

Members of SMMT include car, light van, van, heavy goods vehicle, bus and coach manufacturers as well as component suppliers and vehicle testing organisations. SMMT also provides data services for members and external authorities; vehicle registration information is a major part of this.

SMMT welcomes the opportunity to respond to Transport for London’s consultation on the proposed London Low Emission Zone. We appreciate the co-operation we have received from Transport for London in the run up to the consultation and look forward to further work with them.
Structure of the response
SMMT recognises that the road transport sector is divided into a number of sub sectors, for this reason the response to this consultation is made as follows:
· A. Summary of principles
· B. The application of a low emission zone (LEZ) in improving air quality
· C. An age based low emission zone
· D. Comments referring to vehicle type
A. SUMMARY OF PRINCIPLES
1. Product and air quality benefits - Manufacturers are constantly engineering future emissions standards; this requires considerable and ongoing investment by manufacturers. These improvements in product have generated significant air quality benefits.
2. National strategy for standards - A national air quality strategy targeting improved Euro standards and giving incentives for their early introduction can give better cost benefits than low emission zones.

3. Urban air quality - Improving urban air quality is significant challenge. A high level of demand for surface transport in a urban areas increases the relative pollution levels, however road transport is not the only source of urban air quality, and it is a declining source.
4. Cost effective and practical – If low emissions zones are to make a cost effective contribution to improvements in air quality they must be practical and easy to implement.
5. New technology – Encouraging a neutral approach to the use of the new technology should also play an important role in the local air quality strategy for the zone.
6. Techniques for assessment - A full and transparent understanding of the modelling techniques, costs and benefits used needs to be demonstrated and re-iterated prior to any implementation process.

To summarise SMMT believes that the cost benefit of a low emission zone is questionable in the context of other strategies. For this and practical reasons an aged based criterion for vehicles entering the low emission zone is a preferred simple, manageable, cost effective solution, as opposed to one based on a Euro standard. This we would propose to vary according to vehicle type.

B. THE APPLICATION OF A LOW EMISSION ZONE IN IMPROVING AIR QUALITY
1. Product and air quality benefits
Vehicle manufacturers, progress through standards

1.1
SMMT fully supports a strategy to plan for greater improvement in air quality. All sectors of the automotive industry invest significantly to attain international air quality emission standards. 
Reductions to date
1.2
This investment has and will continue to significantly improve air quality. This was acknowledged in a report into the Air Quality Strategy in the UK by Defra in January 2005.

The policies (Euro standards) have led to an almost complete removal of lead, a very high reduction (>90%) in SO2 emissions, and a 35-55% of the other main pollutants (NOX, PM10, CO, VOC). These emissions reductions are projected to increase in future years, so that by 2010 between 75% to 100% of all pollutants are reduced, relative to the expected out-turn that would have occurred in the absence of policies.
Evaluation of the air quality strategy' 13 Jan 2005 Defra

1.3
This demonstrates the impact of European standards in improving national air quality and significantly reducing emissions from transport products.
1.4
Moving forward air quality standards for new products will continue to be improved; this is the case for all vehicle types. In time these improvements will feed through to the vehicle parc. The rate at which this occurs will depend on the life of the vehicle, this varies by vehicle type.

Progress to date in reducing product emissions
1.5
Table 1 indicates the improvements in heavy duty vehicle emission standards since 1990.
TABLE 1
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Dr. Reinhard Schulte-Braucks , Head of Unit Automotive Industry , Enterprise and Industry Directorate -General , European Commission, Brussels , Heavy Duty Diesel Emissions Control Symposium, Göteborg , 21 September 2005 

1.6
The table also illustrates the further potential improvement for Euro V to NOx levels.

Investment by the industry
1.7
This improvement in product emissions standards has come about through considerable investment by vehicle manufacturers. It is estimated in the period 1990 to 2001 investment in air quality (for all vehicle types) was between £11,953 million and £18,630 million. 

1.8
The projected cost of improvement from 2002 to 2010 is between £6,935 million and £39,787 million . Defra Air Quality Strategy Review 2005
1.9
This investment in technology has been considerable as will be the strategy of considerable investment will continue into the future.
1.10 The monetary costs outlined above represent investment by vehicle manufacturers only. It is acknowledged that the fuel industry has also invested considerably in cleaner fuels to support this programme. The full costs to both sectors of industry are outlined in the table attached in ANNEX 1.
TABLE 2
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Figure 2-4. Effect of Euro Standards on UK Road Transport NOx and PM;o Emissions
Solid lines represent actual data (to 2001). Dotted lines represent projections.



 Source Evaluation of air quality strategy, Defra 2005

The impact on total emissions going forward


1.11 Table 2 illustrates the projected decline in emissions to 2020, taking into 
consideration known emissions standards, up to Euro III. Further improvements will 
be realised as new Euro standards are introduced.
1.12 As vehicles are replaced Euro standards effectively work their way through the vehicle parc, the rate at which this occurs is dependent on the natural replacement cycle for the vehicle type. 
1.13 Replacement cycles vary by vehicle type. The SMMT has information on this and this is attached in ANNEX 4 As the greatest gains were made early in the Euro standard process, improvement by vehicle type over a period of time is not consistent. 

1.14 Air quality standards on the product work their way through the vehicle parc, improvements that have achieved up to a ninety per cent reduction on 1990 emission levels.
Standards for the future

1.15 Development of these standards are ongoing, recent directives in this area include 2005/55/EC and 2005/78/EC. As greater progress is made greater investment and the development of new air quality technology will be needed. 
1.16 Examples of the technology required to meet new Euro Standards for HGVs includes; Exhaust Gas Recirculation (EGR) and EGR Cooler or UREA SCR aftertreatment.  Variable Geometry Turbocharger, High pressure FIE, Some DPF’s and Catalysed DPF’s.
New Standards for Air Quality

1.17 As well as increased stringency of emission standards limiting the output of pollutants, revised testing procedures, raised durability of emission’s equipment and the introduction of onboard diagnostic devices (OBD) will result in greater lifetime benefits of the new technology. These are summarised as:
1.17.1 In use conformity

The manufacturer will have to demonstrate to the Type-Approval that its vehicles fulfil the established requirements during the whole useful life.

1.17.2 Durability of the after-treatment system

To fulfil the limit values at Type Approval, the manufacturer will take into account the deterioration of the after-treatment system during the useful life of the vehicle.

1.17.3 On Board Diagnostics (OBD).

The OBD system will monitor the components that have an influence on emissions to inform the driver about their failure so that correction measures would be taken.
1.18 Beyond Euro V for heavy vehicles. Table 3 illustrates the benefits of improvements in Euro standards and the ultimate option of a global emission standard, beyond the present agreed Euro V. Although subject to international political agreement, this does highlight the possible further improvements national technology can bring.

1.19 Air quality is not a regional or national issue. This is recognised by policy-makers and industry. The development of European and Global standards is important to ensuring that overall emissions are improved.

1.20 Since 1990 regulatory control of emission standards from new vehicles has lead to a considerable improvement in emissions from road transport. This process has required significant product and fuel investment. The benefit of these improvements is now working their way through the vehicle parc. Future standards will be set down to improve air quality further.

	Supplemental Information

1.21 The development of Euro standards has required new engine, exhaust, emissions, and system hardware and software technology. This has become increasingly sophisticated from one Euro standard to the next . This makes any retrofit equipment for PM or NOx much more challenging and costly to engineer. See ANNEX 2



2.0 National strategy for Standards
2.1 Given the significant improvement in air quality standards that new vehicles can bring, a strategy to support their take up achieves a significant cost benefit gain over other alternative air quality strategies. This is has been identified as part of the UK Air Quality Strategy review and is summarised in ANNEX 3
2.2 The representative codes are explained in ANNEX 3. Programmes A and C relate to the principle of product technology and promoting its adoption, and both demonstrate in their own right positive cost benefit. Defra Air Quality Strategy Review Volume 1, April 2006 p 94 and95)
2.3 The cost effective, well regulated progression of Euro standards (Measure A) and programmes for the early uptake of new, higher standard vehicles is identified as being more cost effective than retrofit , or low emission zones.

2.4 Further, Measures A and C as described so not have a negative impact on competition or small business that have been assessed in a qualitative manner in the context of LEZs.

2.5 Ensuring that vehicles fleets are as new as possible, and giving incentives for their take up will continue to achieve national improvements in air quality, in a cost effective way, more cost effective than a low emission zone strategy.
2.6 National recognition of European road transport emissions air quality standards from transport is a more cost effective means of improving air quality than other measures, including low emission zones.
3.0 Urban air quality and road transport, part of the solution
3.1
SMMT recognises that urban areas offer the greatest challenge to improving air quality. The industry acknowledges that managing local emissions from road transport can be part of a strategy to ensure local urban air quality standards are raised.
3.2
Road transport is not however the sole source of poor urban air quality in the capital. The graphs below illustrate the proportion of pollution sources in Greater London in 2002, 2005 and projected for 2010.
TABLES 3 and 4
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3.3
As both of the charts above demonstrate the percentage emissions from road transport, in the case of both PM10 and NOx, decline from over fifty percent in 2002 to 40 per cent or less in 2010. This is in contrast to emissions from gas power generation and airports, both of which rise.
3.4
This decline in emissions from road transport as a sector is as a result of the improved standards of emissions through international agreement.

3.5
We appreciate that local roadside emissions can vary significantly in intensity. However it is important that road transport emissions are seen in the right context, a declining one, with other sources of poor air quality generating rising emissions.
3.6 Road transport is not the only contributor to urban air quality. Its share of emissions is declining.
4.0 Cost effective and practicality
4.1 Significant improvements to overall air quality through product development can be a cost effective strategy. Therefore with local emissions from road transport declining, any programme to address local air quality further must be cost effective. 
4.2
The cost and practicality of implementing the Low Emission Zone can be seen in two contexts, the cost to Transport for London and the cost to operators of vehicles.
Cost to Transport for London (TfL)
4.3
In theory this should be the most straightforward cost to estimate, however there have to date been variations in the estimated cost of the scheme to TfL: This has been highlighted by the Greater London Assembly.
The apparent ambiguity around the estimated costs for the proposed LEZ is cause for concern. The Committee has been privy to at least three different sets of figures, supplied within a six-month period. We appreciate and consider it reasonable to expect some variation in cost estimates made at inception of the scheme and as it develops. However we would not expect, and find it difficult to accept the wide variation in costs over such a short period and the reasons given for the discrepancies.

Greater London Environment Committee, response to consultation document, 2005

http://www.london.gov.uk/assembly/reports/environment/lez.pdf
4.4
Operating cost predictions appear to have risen from a projected £5 to £7 million This is a cause for concern, as the estimated costs (up to the year 2015) of £125M to £130M are not insignificant, further any increase in these cost will negate the health benefits further.
4.5 SMMT has serious concerns with reference to the ongoing cost of the proposed scheme in the context of management of the scheme and compliance with Euro standards; this is for the following reasons:

4.5.1
Practical issues to clarify the Euro standard of the vehicle.
4.5.2
Although Euro standards have been in existence for twenty years now there are issues related to the vehicle documentation process that will potentially make establishment of a Euro standard that vehicle/engine meets a complex and costly procedure.

4.5.3
In the case of heavy vehicles engines, chassis and bodywork are often produced independently. There may be a significant time between manufacture of the engine and registration of the final multi-stage build vehicle. The initial trail of documentation to ensure the link between this processes, and thereby ensuring the Euro standard was clarified on the final documentation may not be in place.

4.5.4
Resolving this link will potentially involve tracing the history of the vehicle to establish the origin of manufacture of the engine and then contacting the engine plant to determine, if records are retained, the Euro standard. Additionally some engine and vehicle manufacturers may no longer be trading.
4.5.5
Outside of the UK, and in particular in new member states of the European Union, vehicles will not need to be compliant with Euro standards prior to accession.
4.5.6
Although in theory drivers of non UK registered vehicles are required to carry documentation that should state the Euro standard of the vehicle, this may not be the case. Retrospective tracing of this documentation will be an issue. As well as the cost of establishing the Euro standard of foreign vehicles, this may discriminate against newer UK based vehicles.

4.5.7
Operators of non UK registered vehicles may for local reasons have been fitted with retrofit pollution control equipment. They may claim that this equipment raises the pollution standard of the vehicle, on particulate emissions for example. They will therefore potentially be able to challenge a Euro-based emissions standard zone that does not give them exemption.
Evidence from Project SPARKS (supported by the ALG) shows that foreign registered vehicles account for more than 5% of all PCNs issued for illegal parking and an LEZ based on HGVs may well, therefore, exceed this.   Project SPARKS has also shown that enforcement against foreign registered vehicles is not currently possible and inter-governmental agreements within the EU (as well as primary legislation) will be needed.   TfL therefore need to outline more clearly how foreign-registered vehicles will be included within the enforcement of the LEZ and why the effective exemption of foreign –registered vehicles will not result in unfair competition for haulage from European firms who may be at a competitive advantage if they do not have to comply with the LEZ.
Association of London Government Transport and Environment Committee 16 March 2006 http://www.alg.gov.uk/upload/public/attachments/709/Item_10_Mayors_Transport&AirQuality_for_LEZ_report_16_03_06.doc

4.6
In cost terms if eight percent of the 70,000 (Source GLA) heavy vehicles entering the zone query or dispute the Euro status, and the cost to TfL of handling these disputes is £200 per claim, then cost of administration to TfL will increase by £1.1M per annum, or approximately £9M for the forecast life of the zone. This represents a significant increase on the original annual operating cost of the zone, which was estimated at between £2.8M and £9.3M dependent on the size and complexity of the zone (The London Low Emission Zone Feasibility Study A Summary of the Phase 2 Report to the London Low Emission Zone Steering Group 2003)
4.7
It is noted that in the proposal to the TfL Board in September 2005, the total operating costs (including set-up) have doubled, operating cost alone increasing to between £9.3M and £13.4M.
4.8
The Transport for London submission to London Assembly Environment Committee 17 January 2006 details these some justification for these increased costs; it concludes this section by saying:

Furthermore, air quality improvements would be maximised by high levels of operator compliance….
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/tfl/low-emission-zone/pdfdocs/submission-to-environment-committee.pdf
4.9
SMMT therefore would strongly suggest that simple age-based criteria for the zone, to ensure higher levels of compliance with reduce costs to TfL.
Cost to road transport operators 
4.10 The cost to operators of the zone is quoted as between £195M to £270M to 2015/2016. It is possible that these costs are underestimated for a number of reasons:
4.11 Currently no grants are available for the retrofit of pollution equipment. These grants have been subject to European Commission review in the context of state aid rules for over one year now and as at April 2005 show no indication of resolution.

4.11.1 The Reduced Pollution Certification (RPC) scheme is only scheduled to last up to October 2006. After this date the benefits of the scheme in terms of reduced vehicle excise duty (VED) may either change or be withdrawn.

4.11.2 The cost of maintaining current retrofit equipment is more than likely under estimated. A major London based retailer estimates maintaining pollution retrofit equipment involves replacing filters, or sending them back to manufacturers for cleaning, this cost between £1k and £4.5k per occasion, greatly in excess of the original estimate.

4.11.3 The transfer of vehicles to other part of the UK is not always an option. Logistics companies have vehicles specifically designed for operation in smaller, more restrictive London streets. Redeployment of these lower capacity vehicles to outside London cannot be economically justified; therefore replacement is the only option.

4.11.4 In the context of the coach industry in particular, cost effectiveness of retrofit equipment of pollution equipment to older stock will be high and potentially uneconomic in relation to the capital value. 
4.11.5 Where payment and retrofit is not viable for coach operators they may not travel to London for shopping or theatre trips for example. We would agree with the Confederation for Passenger Transport that these costs in terms of lost revenue to London’s tourist industry are not fully evaluated in the Low Emission Zone costing.

4.12 These are examples of why we would suggest that the cost of compliance to operators has been under-estimated
See also ANNEX 2 costs of Retrofit

Air quality benefits

4.13 The implementation of the LEZ is based on a cost benefit analysis. Against the costs of implementation and costs to operators, the benefits of improved air quality are demonstrated. 

4.14 Improvements to air quality are aimed at improving quality of life and increasing life expectancy. However estimates on the value of life can vary significantly, “….. Value of Statistical Life estimates being £32,100 per year with a possible range from £18,900 to £107,000 per year” AEA Technology 2003.
4.15 These variances in values are reflected in Defra (UK) and CAFÉ (European) benefits. The value calculation for the LEZ differentiates these as follows. The NOx option is the cost of extending the scope of the scheme to include Nox standards as well as PM10.
TABLE 5
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Low High Low High

Cost of the scheme to TfL -£125 -£130

Cost to operators -£195 -£270

TOTAL -£320 -£400

Benefits (Defra) Core £130 £180 -£190 -£140

Nox £135 £185 -£185 -£135

LGV £150 £210 -£170 -£110

Benefits (EU) Core £190 £260 -£130 -£60

Nox £210 £280 -£110 -£40

LGV £230 £310 -£90 -£10

All values in £M

Core: main proposal scheme

NOx: extending NOx values in 2010

LGV: extending to Light Goods in 2010

Transport and Air Quality Strategy Revisions: London Low Emission Zone Supplementary Information

Jan-06

Cost and benefits Value


4.16 As can be seen from the table above all of the option of the proposed scheme, even considered against the higher CAFÉ, EU benefits, are negative.
4.17 This is reflected in the Air Quality Strategy Review Defra 2006, which indicates an annual negative net present value for the scheme of between £1M and £2M depending on impact of the scheme on health and the phasing of the introduction. The report also identifies a negative impact on competition and small businesses, but a positive impact on social deprivation and noise. See Table 4 and ANNEX 2
4.18 At a more detailed technical level SMMT has further concerns that will lead to the erosion of the health benefits of the zone, these are:

4.18.1 The durability of abatement equipment may not be as good as suggested. This is supported by evidence from transport operators in London.

4.18.2 Equipment designed to reduce PM10 particulates may lead to higher levels of NOx and NO2.

4.18.3 Retrofit NOx abatement equipment has not been proven, has issues resulting in in service testing and is likely to be cost prohibitive.

4.18.4 Euro standards in their own right may not be the best guide to level of air quality. Empirical evidence suggest that particularly for older Euro II vehicles for example age degradation of emissions equipment will mean that older vehicles have higher emissions than their younger, same Euro counterparts.

4.18.5 Older vehicles that have been in ownership four or five times will not be subject to the same maintenance procedures as younger vehicles.

4.19 All the above are supported by TfL in evidence given to the London Assembly environment Committee 17 January 2006.
Zone Coverage
4.20 Signage and camera coverage represent significant implementation and operational costs for the proposed zone. Both these costs could be substantially reduced if the area the zone covered were reduced, without foregoing health benefits.

TABLE 6 AND 7
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Defra Air Quality Strategy Volume 2, April 2006
4.21 The above charts demonstrate that for both NOx and PM10, the area within the North and South Circulars, and around Heathrow airport have levels of concentration far in excess of the other regions.

4.22 Given this predicted analysis for 2010 a smaller more cost effective zone should be given greater consideration.
European Air Quality
4.23 It should be noted that air quality in London is impacted by meteorology. This is particularly true in Summer extreme weather events when air flow is in an easterly direction, as was the case in the Summer of 2003.

TABLE 8
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4.24 During much of this period, air transported from continental Europe strongly influenced pollution levels over much of the UK (Fig 4.5)

http://www.airquality.co.uk/archive/reports/cat05/0408161000_Defra_AQ_Brochure_2004_s.pdf
4.25 Long Range Transport of PM10 Particulates 

Many of the PM10 exceedence days recorded London can be linked to easterly winds transporting fine particulate pollution across the UK from industrial areas of Europe. This imported pollution causes elevated background levels which, when augmented by local pollution, can cause episodes throughout the network. In addition to these kinds of episode, exceedences can be caused by local sources of pollution such as bonfires, or building works producing large amounts of dust. 

http://www.londonair.org.uk/london/asp/information.asp?view=howbad
4.26 Costs and benefits are likely to be incorrect:

· Costs to TfL are for a Euro based scheme is likely to be higher than forecast as tracing Euro standards and enforcement will be an issue
· Cost to operators may well be higher than forecast from a combination of costly retrofit equipment, the inability to deploy vehicles to other parts of the UK and an impact on resale values.
· Cost to London business, particularly in terms of tourism may be underestimated.

· The air quality benefits of the zone may be overestimated due to the technical function of retrofit equipment, and no recognition of age degradation within Euro standard.
· The cost effectiveness of a smaller zone should be re-considered.
· In extreme weather events pollution in London is generated overseas. This is not included in the zone cost/benefit calculations.
5.0 Encouraging the newest technology, not distorting the market
5.1 We have demonstrated the benefits that new product technology can bring to improving air quality, and this is supported by in the 2006 Air Quality Strategy as proposed.
5.2 SMMT therefore believe that any strategy to improve air quality at a local level should:

5.2.1Give incentives to new, clean and potentially alternative technology. As new standards progress encouragement can be given to speed up the progress of this technology through the vehicle parc. This can be done by giving grants to support new technology, in the form of a vehicle excise duty rebates at a national level.

5.2.2 At a local level, particularly in London, incentives could be extended through to giving operators of new technology benefits at a local level. This may be exemption from operating bans or discounts on charges (including the congestion charge)

5.3 An age based criteria for the zone supports this thinking, further it does not have the strong drawbacks of a Euro Standard based zone.
5.4 Market distortion. A euro-based standard will distort the market for new vehicles in London. Operators purchasing a new heavy vehicle in 2006 have the option to buy Euro III. If they do so, and the zone is implemented as proposed with an extension to Euro IV in 2010, then this vehicle may only be permitted to operate in London for less than four years. The consequential resale value of this vehicle in the context of this age will be greatly reduced. This is a further cost to operators.

5.5 Euro V values and dates are now established and Euro VI is subject to discussion. Ongoing, the strategy should be to encourage the early uptake of these higher standard vehicles. Euro V for example giving quantifiable NOx benefits, the consultation makes no reference to these future standards.

5.6 Future standards; will they require a modification or new scheme order? A simple age based criteria will not.

5.7 Finally it should be noted that, predominantly for reasons of reducing CO2 from road transport, alternatively technology will be developed across all sectors of road transport. This will use alternative technology and power sources, although design to reduce CO2, many of these technologies will give air quality benefits, however they may not however bring Euro standard benefits initially. For example a hybrid vehicle air quality performance may not be reflected in engine drive cycles (and Euro standard), but will potentially give real world air quality benefits.
5.8 This alternative technology may include:

· Stop start systems

· Mild hybrid

· Full hybrid

· Alternative fuels with internal combustion engine (Hydrogen, gas and biofuels)

· Fuel cell engines

5.9 These technologies may more applicable to the bus and light goods sections of the market.

5.10 SMMT believes a technology neutral approach to support these new products would be beneficial to improvements in air quality and reductions in CO2.

5.11 Ensure the market is not distorted; support the introduction of new technology.
6. Modelling Air Quality and re-iteration

6.1 Inevitably the modelling of air quality benefits of the zone is a complex process. However SMMT has specific concerns in the following context. Work that has been developed to support the implementation of the zone is dependent to a significant extent on predicting operator response to:
a. Purchase newer vehicles

b. Re-locate vehicles

c. Retrofit pollution equipment

6.2 We have a concern over the sample size and the timing of the work to make assumptions on operator reaction and believe this should be re-visited post consultation.

6.3 An accurate and transparent understanding of this input data would be appreciated by us and operators. Evidence of the sensitivity analysis of this data would also be beneficial. 
6.4 Ensure modelling is up to date and is based on sound science and representation.
C. SUMMARY OF ISSUES – AN AGE BASED SYSTEM IS BETTER

7.0 SMMT would therefore propose that if a zone were to be implemented it should refer to an age-based system, for the following reasons:
7.1 Promotion and incentives to newer vehicles is easy for operators to understand and gives quantifiable air quality benefits.
7.2 Age based is easily understood by all stakeholders (vehicle users and the community), Euro standards are not.
7.3 The vehicle age can be determined easily without involving the vehicle manufacturer or Government department.
7.4 An aged based scheme will have lower operating costs for TfL
7.5 The system can be easily applied to all vehicle categories.

7.6 The system can be easily applied to non-UK registered vehicles.
7.7 Substantially removes the issue of market distortion and uncertainty of re-sale value.
7.8 Obviates purchasing difficulties associated with changing Euro level and possible modification of the scheme order.
7.9 The natural evolution of the standard is self-applying without the need for adjustment to technical development. (i.e. with or without RPC)
7.10 Schemes of this sort are already in use and so tried and tested (Sweden)
7.11 The scheme does not depend on future Government incentives for RPC etc.
7.12 Can bring benefits for air quality and CO2 reduction over and above Euro standards, particularly if geared for a technology neutral approach to new technology.
7.13 The age criteria would provide for a safer fleet due to the impact of other vehicle systems. (brakes, steering, etc)
7.14 The system could be brought into effect in the shortest possible lead-time.
7.15 Implementation could be by a simplified registration system based only on year of first registration and access monitored by NPR systems already in action for London’s Congestion Charging scheme, potential for a smaller, more cost effective zone.
D. Comments referring to age limits for vehicle types

8.0 SMMT would liked to detail its proposal for the low emission zone by vehicle type.
Age profiles for the main vehicle groups are attached in ANNEX 4

9.0 Heavy goods vehicles (HGV)
9.1 The average age of Heavy Goods Vehicles is 6.65 years (SMMT 2005). In 2005, just over 52 per cent of vehicles were less than six years old. Just over 34 per cent of vehicles were more than eight years old. The age of the HGV fleet is dependent on the economic climate, in buoyant times the fleet profile becomes younger.
9.2 The SMMT would therefore suggest an age-based low emission zone of 8 years, in effect excluding over one third of the most polluting vehicles.
10.0 Coaches
10.1 It is important to note that the buses and coaches are separate classes of vehicles and these have important sub categories. 

10.2 The overall average age of the bus and coach fleet in 2004 was 8.25 years (SMMT 2005, greater than 17 seats), 52 per cent of these were more than 9 years old.

10.3 Coaches have a working life of up to 20 years

10.4 Coaches tend to operate on scheduled services, National Express for example, or are owned and primarily used locally.

10.5 The age of scheduled coaches operating in the London region is considerably less than that of non scheduled coaches.

10.6 SMMT would propose that:

An overall age limit for coaches of 14 years at the first stage of the LEZ in 2008, reducing to 13 years in 2009.

As an alternative a reduced age limit of eight years for coaches used on scheduled services in and out of the LEZ. We are undertaking further work to identify how this differentiation might be made. Disability regulations for scheduled coach operators will support the younger age limit for these type of services.
11.0 Buses
The majority (but not all) of buses operating in the London area do so on Transport for London contract of five or ten years. TfL therefore manages the majority of this sector. However, it must be recognised that other non TfL vehicles will be impacted by the LEZ.

12.0 Light Goods Vehicles (LGV)
12.1 The average age of light goods vehicles was 6.43 years (this includes minibuses), though 80 per cent of the vehicles included are vans (SMMT 2005). 
12.2 The age profile for private and commercial vehicles does vary. The average age for a private van is some 4 to 5 years greater than a commercial van (likely to be operated in a fleet size greater than 25)

12.3 If LGVs are included in the second stage the SMMT suggests a LEZ based on a ten year old criteria for Light Commercial Vehicles, understanding that this will cause a greater issue to private van (and minibus) operators and therefore small businesses and schools.
13.0 Cars
13.1 SMMT supports the view of Transport for London that cars should NOT be included in the Low Emission Zone.

14.0 Off road machinery
14.1 Although a small percentage of total emissions, work in the précis group to develop standards for off highway machinery, should continue.

SMMT

April 2006.
ANNEX 1
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9. Costs and Benefits of Road Transport Sector Policies in the UK (continued). Columns in Grey show Key Evaluation Data.
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Source Evaluation of air quality strategy, Defra 2005
ANNEX 2 – COST OF RETROFIT

The cost of a simple retrofit for PM to a Euro 11 vehicle may be about £4,000 per vehicle Please note this is the engineering cost only and does not include the cost of hiring a replacement vehicle while the work is being undertaken (Source Volvo and London Fire and Emergency Authority)

As Euro standards become more stringent cost become higher. A predicted cost to bring a Euro 2 coach to Euro 4 standard may be as high as £20,000 (Volvo)
Cost and experience of retrofit

[image: image10.png]10. It should be noted that the cost of retrofitting is not a cheap option. Particulate traps are approximately.
£4,000 each. There are also hidden costs as trials on fire appliances have shown. Unlike most lorries and
buses, fire appliances are not used in continuous duty cycles. This results in the retrofit treatments
clogging up more quickly, reducing performance and hindering the effectiveness of the trap equipment. it
is anticipated that this could also increase wear on engine components such as valves and turbochargers.
Such effects are liely to impact on the availability of appliances to attend emergency incidents

1. The increased restriction in emission levels in 2010 will mean that all vehicles purchased before 2006 will
have to receive some form of retrofit exhaust treatment to be compliant. Grants that are currently available
for retrofitting such equipment are for the initial it only. Maintenance of the equipment isliely to add at
least a further £1,000 per vehicle to the existing unitary payment. The additional risk element of the
treatment wil also rest with the Authority.

12. In order to comply with the exhaust gas emission levels by 2006 and assuming there is no alteration in the
contractual replacement programme of the frontiine fire fighting fleet, the Authority will have to modify
48% of the pumping appliances (104 vehicles). This is estimated to cost approximately £416,000. In
addition, there will be the additional monthly payment to the Contractor per affected vehicle to alleviate
the Authority taking on the unknown risk element with the new, unproven technology. The total cost
could be in excess of £750,000. The Environment Committee should be made aware of the additional
costs to the Authority of the introduction of a London LEZ.




http://www.london-fire.gov.uk/lfepa/reports/2003/fep470.pdf
London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority Environmental Update 18 September 2003

Comments on the development of Euro standards – Source SMMT

Changes from:

Euro 0 to Euro I
This involved Turbocharging and after cooling. This basic technology is not suitable for retrofit.

Euro I to Euro II
Changes to injectors, timimg retardation, revised engine combustion chambers.

Euro II to Euro III
Introduction of common rail or unit injectors and pumps, with engine combustion changes

Euro III to Euro IV
The engine management system, the fuel injection system and the exhaust become fully integrated to produce life time emissions compliance. This is done through the hardware and software attached to the engine and will be modify by vehicle type and specification.

ANNEX 2  cont  Euro VI
Euro VI proposals were initially listed as: 

· reduction in NOx emissions to a level substantially lower than the 2.0 g/kWh applied in the Euro stage from 2008 

· reduction in particulate mass emissions concurrent with measures to assess the numbers of ultra-fine particulate 

· the introduction of the WHDC (World Drive Cycle) to replace the ETC, ESC and ELR tests 

· a package of measures for Environmentally Friendly Vehicles (EFVs) 

· increased durability requirements for the emissions control system 

· improved controls with respect to cycle beating and the use of defeat devices and auxiliary emission control devices, perhaps aligning with a Global Technical Regulation in this area.

http://europa.eu.int/comm/enterprise/automotive/directives/index.htm .

ANNEX 3 – Traffic lights and colour coding

(Defra Air Quality Strategy Review Volume 1, April 2006 p 94 and95)
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ANNEX 4
Heavy Commercial Vehicles

	YEARS OLD
	 
	 

	
	
	

	 0 -  3
	
	28.37

	 4 -  6
	
	24.44

	 7 -  8
	
	12.75

	9 & OVER
	
	34.44

	
	
	

	TOTAL
	 
	100.00

	
	
	

	AVERAGE
	 
	6.65


Bus and Coach

	SUMMARY
	
	

	
	
	

	YEARS OLD
	%

	
	
	

	 0 -  4
	
	26.6

	 4 -  8
	
	25.5

	 9 -  12
	
	19.4

	12    14
	
	7.36

	15 and over
	
	21.2

	TOTAL
	 
	100.00

	 
	 
	 

	AVERAGE
	 
	8.25

	
	
	


Light Commercial Vehicles

	SUMMARY
	
	

	
	
	

	YEARS OLD
	 

	
	
	

	 0 -  3
	
	29.16

	 4 -  6
	
	23.46

	 7 -  9
	
	19.28

	10 & OVER
	
	28.11

	
	
	

	TOTAL
	 
	100.00

	
	
	

	AVERAGE
	 
	6.43


All data 2005 SMMT , full age tables are available.
	Abbreviations and Glossary

	
	

	CAFÉ
	Clean air for Europe - the European programme to reduce air pollution

	CO
	Carbon Monoxide

	COMEAP
	Committee on the Medical Effects of Air Pollution

	DEFRA
	Department for the Environment Food and Rural Affairs

	DPF
	Diesel Particulate Filter

	EFV
	Environmentally Friendly Vehicle

	EGR
	Exhaust Gas re-circulation

	EU
	European Union

	Euro
	EU vehicle emission standards

	GLA
	Greater London Assembly

	LCV
	Light Commercial Vehicle

	LEZ
	Low Emission Zone

	LGV
	Light Goods Vehicle

	NOx
	Nitrogen Oxides

	NPR
	Number Plate Recognition

	OBD
	On Board Diagnostics

	parc
	Term for the total UK Vehicle Fleet

	PM10
	Airborne Particulate Matter

	RPC
	Reduced Pollution Certificate

	SCR
	Selective Catalytic Reduction

	SMMT
	Society of Motor Manufacturers and Traders

	SO2
	Sodium Dioxide

	SPARKS
	The programme for monitoring registrations in London traffic offences

	TfL
	Transport for London

	UREA
	Additive to reduce NOx from exhausts

	VOC
	Volatile Organic Compound

	WHDC
	World Drive Cycle
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