Review of Air Quality Impact Assessments  :  Isles Quarry, Borough Green  TM/11/01191/FL
Submitted documents D129371/AQ/05 and D129371/AQ/06

AQ/05
1.2 ‘A later year is also assessed to show that the effects will diminish in later years when newer vehicles with lower emission factors will eventually replace older vehicles..’.  But the emission factors for future years used in this assessment have been discredited, and Defra have stated that revised emission factors, which will not assume such an optimistic reductions due to newer technologies, will be published in summer 2012.  I assume that the applicant will be re-modelling and producing another Air Quality Assessment report once the new EFs are released by Defra this summer?
Pie factory near the new residential development.  A rigorous odour impact assessment, comprising sensory sniff surveys during a  range of weather and factory operating conditions, needs to be carried out.  Otherwise, there is the risk of  nuisance at the new houses.
2.4  The 4-month diffusion tube survey in 2009 is mentioned.  What about the full year of NO2 diffusion tube monitoring we now have, which is far more indicative of the long-term NO2 levels in BG?  Also, this report AQ/05 was published  in April 2012 – surely the authors are now aware that an AQMA will be declared?
3.2.2  ‘Further away, the vehicle trips generated by the development will distribute further away into the local road network, hence impose smaller impacts’.  Is this an excuse for forgetting about the traffic once it has moved a few metres away from BG?  For example, a proportion of the additional traffic generated by IQW will go west (along A25 to Seal and Bat&Ball).  So extra traffic will be generated through these existing AQMAs as well.   Also, how can they omit Western Rd form the study?  
Table 2.  Are the 2011 12 months of NO2 diffusion tube data not available yet?  
Table 4.  Has anyone checked that the applicant has selected the worsts properties for air quality impacts i.e. those closest to various sections of  the A25?  The applicant should have stated the distance from the modelling receptor to the kerb or centre-line of the A25 (results are extremely sensitive to the distance from the kerb).
3.5.2  Nowhere is it clear whether the model was set up with traffic speeds lower at junctions and crossings.  Lower the speed, higher the pollutant emission.  If this was overlooked, then the results are under-estimates, as they have not allowed for slow-moving traffic.
Table 6  Why are measurements from Chatham Luton taken to represent BG, when we now have a full year of NO2 monitoring specific to BG?
3.5.6  Model verification.  It appears that the applicant used the model to predict the NO2 concentration, then compared it to the actual measurements in 2010 9or 2008) in BG.  The applicant found that his results were about a factor of 4 too low.  So, instead of admitting that the predictive model is not working/results are unrealistic and unreliable, the applicant chooses to continue using this model for future scenarios, and simply scale up all model predictions by a factor of 3.91. 
Appendix D states that the fudge factor is require because the ‘dispersion model has not taken account of the extra emission associated with vehicles running idly, accelerating after a stop or slow-down or climbing up sloped roads’.  Well, the applicant should take account of these factors properly in the predictive modelling.  BG has many sections of A25 where there  is slowing/idling/climbing – Dark Hill, pedestrian crossings, junctions, etc.
 How can the applicant be sure that the factor of 3.91 can be applied to all current and future scenarios?  What scientific basis is there for simply factoring or fudging up model predications?  It sounds like a self-fulfilling prophecy, a circular argument.   Why not try to improve the modelling  procedure and inputs in the first place, so that the output is a good match to the measurements without fudging/factoring.
Table 10.  Even without IQW, NO2 levels breach health-standards in 2013 at R1, R3.  With IQW, breaches are predicted in 2013 at the same receptors, but no additional receptors.    But instead of looking at just a few receptors, applicant could have mapped the NO2 concentration around the A25, to show how the extent of the breaches widens with IQW, to encompass more houses perhaps.
AQ/06 There are no discernable differences from AQ/05
TM/11/03518 Basted House Borough Green, Health Club

The cumulative impact of the IQW proposal with the (consented)  re-development of Basted House has not been assessed.  The re-development of Basted House would increase  vehicle flows along the same roads which the IQW development would increment, e.g sections of the A25 which pass through the BG AQMA.  Therefore,   the air quality impacts of traffic along roads in Borough Green have not been assessed robustly'.
Finally, we must draw your attention to an Appeal Decision from an Inquiry held on 14, 15, 16 June 2011 by I Jenkins BSc CEng MICE MCIWEM , Decision date: 3 August 2011

Appeal Ref: APP/J4423/A/10/2143547

Sainsbury’s 180 Archer Road, Sheffield, South Yorkshire, S8 0TD
We feel the below paragraphs are particularly important and relevant to the case at hand:

14. In order to predict concentrations of NO2 associated with traffic in 2013 the

appellant utilised data from the Department for Transport Emission Factor

Toolkit (version 4.2.2) (EFT), which is based on an expectation that emissions

from vehicles on local roads are decreasing as the fleet is modernised.

On this basis, the modelled concentrations in 2013 related to baseline

conditions and the traffic associated with the development proposed, are lower

than would otherwise have been the case had 2010/11 emissions rates been

assumed to continue. Having applied the EFT, the appeal AQA indicates that in

2013 the annual average NO2 concentrations at Nos. 879 and 981 Abbeydale

Road as well as Chippendale12 would remain well above the AQLV, whilst at

No. 102 Archer Road and La Scala13 they would be below 40 ?g.m-3.

15. However, a Defra Local Air Quality Management Helpdesk document (LAQMH),

dated September 2010, identifies that there is little evidence of the consistent

downward trend in NO2 that would be suggested by emission inventory

estimates. Furthermore, initial investigations into this matter suggest that

Euro standards will deliver only marginal reductions until circa post-2015.

The LAQMH suggests that local authorities may wish to take this into account

where existing forecasting information is used for decision making.

Whilst the EFT was published in November 2010, after the helpdesk note,

in my judgement, it is not self-evident that the advice in the LAQMH is no

longer current, particularly as the EFT makes use of emissions factors

published in 2009. Under these circumstances, I consider that it would be

reasonable to expect sensitivity tests to be undertaken on the outc
19. In addition, the appellant’s air quality assessment has not taken account of the potential cumulative impact of the proposal in the context of other committed developments in the locality that have yet to be completed. I understand tha tat no point in its consideration of the planning application the subject of this appeal did the Council ask the appellant to do so. Nevertheless, “Guidance on Transport Assessment14” highlights the importance of taking account of

committed developments and, PPS23 confirms that air quality deterioration

may be cumulative and that it will be necessary to consider the effects of

multiple developments on the air quality of an area.
Balancing exercise and conclusion:

42. I have considered the matters put forward in support of the development

proposed. However, the potential harm I have identified with regard to the

effect of the proposal on local air quality, and consequentially human health, is

not outweighed by other considerations, including the absence of any material

harm to the safety and convenience of highway users. Moreover, whilst I have

had regard to the conditions suggested by interested parties, it would not be

possible, in my judgement, to make the proposal acceptable in planning terms

through the imposition of reasonable conditions. For the reasons given above,

I conclude, on balance, that the appeal should be dismissed.

BGPC May 2012 
