
 
 
 
30th July 2015 
 
David Kennet, 
Team Leader (Environmental Initiatives) 
Wandsworth Council 
Administration Dept. (environmental Services and Public Health) 
Town Hall 
Wandsworth High Street 
London, SW18 2PU 
 
Dear Mr Kennet, 
 

Wandsworth Council Draft Air Quality Action Plan: Putney 
Society’s response 
 
We very much welcome Wandsworth Council’s recognition that air pollution in parts of 
the Borough is a serious problem. The Putney Society has worked alongside the Council 
for a number of years in trying to address this issue and value the dialogue we have with 
officials and Councillors on this vital matter. 
 
We acknowledge the Council’s limitations in exerting a direct influence in reducing 
pollution levels because much of the pollution is caused by agencies and factors that lie 
outside its direct control, however there is an important lobbying role it can continue to 
play to secure improvements. It was through Council lobbying that monitoring equipment 
established the case for sources of emissions to vehicle types which helped press TfL to 
modernise the buses using Putney and also in securing funding to continue the 
monitoring of pollution levels in Putney High Street until 2016. We would encourage the 
Council to lobby the Mayor, TfL and government organisations in helping to reduce the 
harmful effects air pollution is causing for the inhabitants of our area. 
 
However despite the restrictions outlined above, we have some concerns over the 
Action Plan and have made suggestions on how to improve the document. These are 
intended in a positive spirit as we wish to support the Plan and to help the Council in this 
extremely important work. 

1. The need for measurable objectives with published results 
A key element in clearly assessing the success of any plan is to be able to compare 
published achievements against measurable objectives or targets. The draft Plan 



unfortunately contains too many actions that are unspecific or hard to assess for 
example 6.2 (to promote the use of public transport) is ‘on-going, reporting on progress 
annually’.  It would be more helpful to the reader to specify the target or aspiration and 
how progress or completion can be marked.  
 
The Plan has some very significant ambitions so it would be helpful for accountability 
and transparency purposes if the results against all the actions in the Plan could be 
published online on an annual basis.  Regular reporting could encourage participation of 
local residents in both reducing air pollution and in ameliorating its effects. 

2. Reducing the impact of air pollution 
While it is important to look at all possible ways of reducing the impact of air pollution, 
this should not be a substitute for reducing air pollution at source.  The Council’s 
consultant has identified the most vulnerable groups (people with respiratory diseases, 
children and older people and people for lower socio-economic groups).  The draft policy 
has identified the need to raise awareness of air quality among school children and 
through health professionals.  It is our contention that raising awareness will require a 
more broad-based approach, working with many community groups (such as local 
amenity societies).  We note that the promotion of sustainable travel in schools suggests 
targeting just 5 schools per year (measure 6.3).  This is very unambitious; proceeding at 
this rate, it would take 20 years to cover all the schools in the Borough.  Pupil pester 
power can be very effective and should be harnessed without delay. 
The consultant has also stated that the benefits of walking and cycling1 outweigh the 
harm done from air pollution by 40:1.  This may seem counterintuitive so it should be an 
important campaigning point for the council as should the findings that drivers and 
passengers get the highest doses of air pollution.  

3. The basis for the cost/impact calculations.  
The cost values (Table 1) are not figures at all but broad categories and the air quality 
impact ratings (Table 2) are similarly broad. This makes it impossible effectively to 
understand what the resulting cost/impact ratings actually mean, and they are also 
inconsistent in their application – and the explanation at the bottom of page 4 does not 
help at all. To take just one example, the measures to promote active travel seem to 
focus exclusively on road infrastructure. Some forms of infrastructure are more costly 
(for example, segregated cycle lanes) and some less so (for example, 20mph zones or 
the introduction of two-way cycling in one-way streets).  These are rated by NICE and 
the UK government as high value interventions, yet the Wandsworth plan uses some 
other – unspecified - way of measuring impact and comes up with a different conclusion. 
The result of this is that with most - if not all - of any of the actions proposed are 
impossible to assess effectively. This poses a serious methodological difficulty for public 
understanding of the Plan.  

                                                
1 We will comment in more detail on Wandsworth Council’s cycling policy later in the summer. 



4. The health impacts of pollution need to be further emphasised 
The Plan does draw on the 2014 report from the London Health Committee (LHC) in 
stating that “4,200 Londoners die as a direct result of air pollution," but no other figures 
are produced to enlarge on this, for example to demonstrate the effects on Wandsworth 
residents. In fact, there are two ways of doing this: (i) from the work on the mortality 
burden of PM2.5 emissions published by Public Health England (PHE)2 and from the very 
recently published report by King’s College London (KCL) on the combined effect of 
PM2.5 and NO2 emissions,3 and (ii) the estimates from both those reports of the wider 
effects associated with pollution: poor health, hospital admissions and the wider 
economic cost. Taking these in turn: 
 
Mortality burden of pollution.  The PHE report estimated the number of deaths in 
those aged 25 and over in 2010 from PM2.5 pollutants at 3,389 for all London (the 
difference from the LHC figures results from different methods of estimation), and 116 
for Wandsworth. The KCL report provides very similar figures for PM2.5 particulates (but 
for those aged 30 and over) of 3,537 for London and 119 for Wandsworth. However, the 
big difference between the two reports is that KCL also provides figures for attributable 
deaths from NO2. These estimates are for a total of approximately 5,879 for all London, 
210 for Wandsworth. However, the PM2.5 and NO2 figures are not simply additive 
because the two overlap: many are killed by a combination of both pollutants. KCL 
estimates the overlap at roughly 30 per cent. This means a total for London as a whole 
of somewhat over 9,400 deaths. Clearly this is much more than the LHC figure in the 
Plan. 
 
Wider, non-mortality effects.  Besides attributable deaths, the KCL report estimates 
that, in 2010, PM2.5 and NO2 were associated with approximately 1990 and 420 
respiratory hospital admissions respectively, with an additional 740 cardiovascular 
hospital admissions associated with PM2.5 (these figures are for all London). In addition, 
estimates of the overall economic cost of atmospheric pollution ranging from £1.4 billion 
to £3.7 billion, depending on the assumptions employed. 
Both the attributable deaths and the other effects of pollution are very significant, and 
this needs to be brought out much more clearly in the Action Plan. Also, it is important to 
emphasise that the focus needs to move from the monitoring of PM10 particulates, since 
consideration only of these acts to disguise the much more serious effects of PM2.5 
particulates. It is also important to point out that the rising costs of poor air will fall on the 
Council and thus have an impact on the Director of Public Health’s budget. This provides 
an additional reason why action should be taken. 
 

                                                
2 Estimating local mortality burdens associated with particulate air pollution, Gowers et al, Public Health England 
(2014). Downloaded from 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/332854/PHE_CRCE_010.pdf  
3 Understanding the effects of air pollution in London, Walton et al, King's College London (July 2015). 
Downloaded from https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/HIAinLondon_KingsReport_14072015_final_0.pdf  



5. Putney Society’s suggestions and recommendations 
 

a. Need to set target levels for reducing NO2 and particulates. This would be the 
most effective way of driving actions forward and provide a measure of progress 
year-on-year.  A date should be set for meeting the EU Standard for air quality. 
Continued monitoring of NO2 and PM10 is scheduled to 2016 and needs to be 
extended beyond that date.  It is essential that measurement of PM2.5 particulates 
in Putney High Street (PHS) is carried out. We note that it is now estimated that 
the presence of PM2.5 particulates causes 3,300 premature deaths in London 
each year. The cost of monitoring PM2.5 levels in Putney could be met from the 
underbid of £246,641 that has been identified in the Wandsworth Local Fund 
(neighbourhood CIL)4.  All monitoring needs to be extended to those streets 
adjacent to the high street and to the Upper Richmond Road where the impact of 
the new 12 storey blocks on air quality needs to be assessed. 

b. Introduce an Ultra-Low Emission Zone (ULEZ) in Putney and Wandsworth. 
We urge the Council to think again about Putney Society’s proposal for an ULEZ 
in Putney and, more generally, in Wandsworth, particularly in view of the recent 
King’s College study. The proposed central London ULEZ will have some benefit 
to Wandsworth if it reduces the number of polluting vehicles headed for the 
centre, but a local ULEZ would also reduce pollution by local vehicles.  The 
Council should work with local community groups to form a broad based lobby for 
a Wandsworth ULEZ. 

c. Apply differential parking charges on more polluting vehicles. There is also 
merit in exploring the effectiveness of charging higher rates for more polluting 
vehicles, as is already done in some London boroughs, for example, the Royal 
Borough of Kensington and Chelsea which levies a surcharge of £19 on diesel 
vehicles if they do not meet the Euro 5 emissions standard. 

d. Retrofitting of exhausts of buses using Putney High Street. According to the 
presentation by Dr Ben Barratt to the public meeting organised by Putney Society 
in October last year, although there was an initial fall, after the first few months 
recorded pollution from retrofitted buses went up again. This seems to indicate 
that the retrofitting technology may not be as efficient as hoped, particularly in 
stop-start traffic.  We would encourage the council to work with Kings College to 
carry out another exercise using the Automatic Number Plate Recognition 
(ANPR)  technology, which is already in place in PHS, to carry out an analysis of 
the polluting effect of both retrofitted and hybrid buses. 

e. Trial electric buses. We feel it would be a missed opportunity if Wandsworth 
fails to lobby TfL for a trial of electric buses in PHS, ideally out of Putney Garage 
since it is run by Go Ahead, who are already trialling them elsewhere in London. 

f. Tackling diesel and petrol engine pollution.  Given that the report recognises 
that diesel and petrol engines are the primary cause of Wandsworth’s pollution 
(page 33), there are no concrete measures to deal with this. Is it possible more 
actively to reinforce the switch to alternative modes (public transport, walking, 

                                                
4 Paper 15-250 presented to the Finance and Corporate Resources OSC on 25th June 2015. 



cycling)? We have already referred to the need to be much more proactive in 
disseminating information about the benefits of cycling and walking (Paragraph 
2).  

g. Restrictions on deliveries in Putney High Street. We await the results of the 6-
month pilot ban on deliveries in the High Street but, more importantly, we need to 
know how it is going to be policed and what deterrents will apply.  

h. Develop a clear definition of ‘Air Quality Neutral’ and ensure it is adhered 
to: it is important both developers and the Planning Applications Committee 
recognise the need not only for a new building to minimise its own emissions and 
not generate incremental (and polluting) vehicle movements, but also that its 
location, bulk and profile do not exacerbate ambient poor air quality especially 
where a breach of EU limits would either be incurred or worsened.  For new 
developments over an agreed size we believe the ADMS (air dispersion) 
modelling process must be carried out a) by the applicant and b) be rigorously 
checked and reported on to the PAC by the Council’s Environmental Services 
team 
 

The above mentioned points have been offered in the light of the Putney Society’s deep 
knowledge of our part of the borough and our long, active and campaigning interest in 
our local air quality.  We thank the Council for drawing up a most worthwhile air quality 
action plan and would like to suggest that you involve local community groups as much 
as possible in implementation: amenity societies, residents’ associations, voluntary 
groups (particularly those working with the elderly), neighbourhood watch groups, local 
schools, church groups and so on.  
 
We in Putney Society would like to help as much as possible, certainly in the 
dissemination of health risks of pollution and the advice on how to lessen exposure to air 
borne pollutants and increase active travel. We have a monthly bulletin that goes out to 
about 1000 households, and an informative website. We might be able to help find 
volunteers who would help target local schools on the active travel message, and we 
could certainly find volunteers for citizen-science air quality monitoring projects in areas 
where the Council is not monitoring. Our last citizen science project monitoring NO2 
levels investigated not only Putney High Street, but streets east of the High Street (i.e. 
downwind of prevailing south-westerlies), Putney Cross, Putney Hill and Upper 
Richmond Road, where we found high levels of this toxic gas. We should be pleased to 
repeat this exercise. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Judith Chegwidden 
Chair, Putney Society 


