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This public consultatioran from 10December 2012 until 4 March 2013 ViagK S 9 dzNR LISty [/ 2 YYA
WY 2dz2NJ @2 A OS 'Ths dafdmpBrigisentd thedngial quantitative resul@ease note that

this initial draft has not gone through a full quality review within the Ecorys antinsn: all results

presented hereare preliminaryand may be updated in the review proce€onsequentlythis draft is

not for quotation. It is provided as background information for the Fifth meeting of the Stakeholder

Expert Group on the EU Air PolRgview, on 3 April 2013, and is not intended for further distribution

The consultation used two questionnaires: a shguestionnairefor the general public and a longer
version for experts and stakeholderall of the quantitative (i.e. multiple choiyequestions for the
general public were also found in the longer questionnaire for experts and stakeholiersesultsof
the two questionnaires arpresented together in thidraft report.

1. Number of responses

A total of 1934 individuals respondedttoe questionnaire for the general public.

A total of 371responsessubmitted to the questionnaire foexpertsand stakeholdersre assessed in

this analysi$ Of these 371 response£29 were submitted on behalf of an gangation; and the
remaining 142responses were submitted on behalf of an individual. The preliminary analysis of the
multiple choice questions is presented below. For each questiothis longer surveya breakdowrof
responsesis provided for the following skeholder groups(if applicdle). all expert/stakeholder
responses(371 responses)usiness(114 responses)government(42 responses)nongovernmental
sector(61)and individual expert§l42)

! Seehttp://ec.europa.eu/environment/consultations/airpollution_en.htm

2 Originally 369 contributions were submitted within the consultation deadline. Six contributions were
subsequently deleted by the survey administrator: one was a duplicate record; another was an evident hacking
attempt; the other four vere deleted because the respondents indicated in their comments that they were not the
appropriaterespondentsfor the questionnaireEght contributions were added by the survey administrator: these
contributions weresent by stakeholder organisations arekperts to the European Commissigia email, rather

than submitted through the online system



http://ec.europa.eu/environment/consultations/air_pollution_en.htm

2. Introductory g uestions for the general public

Question A: country of residence

The questionnaire for the general public was filled out b§30respondents residing in 25 EU Member
States (all except Latvia and Luxembu#gjurther wo respondents reside in Europe but outside the EU
Member States; another two reside outside Europe. Mem8tates particularly well represented are
Belgium (625 responses, or 32.3% of the total), Italy (382 responses, 19.8%), Netherlands (477
responses, 24.7%), and the United Kingdom (103 responses, 5.3%): these four together account for
82.1% of the responses

Question Basked for the name of the respondents.

Question C: Do you now work on air pollution issues, or have you done so in the past?

For 343 respondents (or 17.7%), air pollution is or had been an area of their professional work.

Question D: Wht type of area do you live in?

The majority of the respondents (82.5%) live in an urban area: 59.1% live in a large city and 23.4% live in

a town or small city. 10.1% live in a suburban area and the remaining 7.3% of respondents live in a rural
area.

3. Introductory g uestions for experts and stakeholders

Question A: Are you responding to this consultation as an individual or on behalf of an organisation?

As noted above 229 responseswere submitted on behalf oforganistions, and the remaining 142
resporses were submitted on behalf of individuekperts Organisations and individual experts were
asked different followup questions information

Follow-up on question Afor organisations:
Question Al: What type of organization do you represent?

114 respmdents represented a business entifhhis type is comprised of six categaries
an industrial interest group, business association or sectoral association (80);
a large enterprise (26);

a mediumsizedenterprise (2);

a small enterprise (Q)

a micro enerprise (10);

seltemployed (4).

= =4 =4 =4 -8 -9

42 respondents responded on behalf of a governmerthegiat the national level (11), regional level
(26),0r the local level (5). No responsesre submitted on bkalf of an international organégion.



61 responses are submittedon behalf of the norgovernmental sectoorganisations(comprising of
civil society groups, environmental groups, consumer groups and charities)

In terms of the research sectot]l respondent represented gublic research institution; and 2
respondents represented a private research institution. The remaining 9 nelgmbs that represent an
organis GA2Yy OK2a$S (KS FyasSN 2LIiA2Yy W20iKSNDO

In sections 4 onwardesultsare presented both for the expert/stakeholder responses as a whole and
sepaately forbusiness, government, NGO and expert responses. Due ioginall numbershowever,
responses for the research sector and others are not presented.

Question A2: Does your organisation work mainly on an&lde basis or in a single country?

business (114)

Number of responses % responses (114)

EUwide 55 48.3%
Focus on a single country a7 41.2%
Other (please elaborate below in question D) 12 10.5%

norrgovernmental sector

Number of responseg % responses (61)

EUwide 20 32.8%
Focus on a single country 36 59.0%
Other (please elaborate below in question D) 5 8.2%

Almost onehalf of business respondents and nearly 60% of NGO respondents come from organisations
that work mainly on an EMide basis. (The government pnses indicated that nearly all their
organisations worked on a national basis, as could be expected.)

Question A3: Please indicate the country where your organisation is located

All organisation responsg¢229)

Overall, the organisations representetedocated in 21 of the 27 EU Member Staio organisations
respondedfrom Cyprus, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta and Romarha. Member States with
the greatestnumber of organisationsresponding are:Belgium (22.7% of respdents), Germany
(19.2%),France (10.5%gnd the UK (10%). These four Member States together repre&zdgbo ofall
organisatiorresponses.

Businessesponseg114)
The business sector organisations are located in 15 of the 27 EU Member States, wittnanhiogn
from Belgum (27.2%)Germany (15.8%@nd France (11.4%).



Governmentresponse$42)
Governmentresponsescame from11 of the 27 EU Member States, with a large proportion from
Germany (12 responses or 28.6%), Italy (6 responses or 14.3%) and the UK (5 resph986)or

Non-governmental sectoresponse$61)

The nongovernmental sector organisatiomesponding tathe questionnaire are located in 16 of the 27
EU Member States. The highestmberis fromBelgium (17 responses of 27.8%6)lowed byFrance (10
regponses or 16.4%) and Germany (10 responses or 16.4%).

Follow-up on question Afor individual experts:

Question Aal: Please indicate your country of residence

Responses of individual expefig?2)

The individual expertasho respondedeside in 16 oftte EU Member States. A large proportion reside
in Belgium (42 experts or 30% of all individual experts), Germany (26 experts or h8RBUgly (26
experts or 18.3%).

Question C: What type of area do you live in?
Individual expertsvere asked to choosene response

individual expert$142)

Number of responsey % responses (142)
Rural area 15 10.6%
Suburban area 24 16.9%
Urban area: town/small city 38 26.8%
Urban area: large city 65 45.8%

Over 70% of the individual experts live in urban areas.

Information from both experts and stakeholders:

Question B: Do you now work on air pollution issues, or have you done so in the past?
Respondents were asked to choas®e response

All expert/stakeholder responses

Number of responses % responses (371
Yes, air pollution has been the main focus of my 112 30.2%
professional work
Yes, air pollution has been one issue in my professional 204 55.0%
work
No 55 14.8%




businessesponses

Number of responses

% responses (114)

Yes, air pollibn has been the main focus of my 18 15.8%
professional work

Yes, air pollution has been one issue in my professiona 93 81.6%
work

No 3 2.6%
governmentresponses

Number of responses

% responses (42)

Yes, air pollution has been the main feanf my 32 76.2%
professional work

Yes, air pollution has been one issue in my professiona 10 23.8%
work

No 0 0.0%

the nongovernmental sectoresponses

Number of responses

% responses (42)

Yes, air pollution has been the main focus of my 19 31.2%
professional work

Yes, air pollution has been one issue in my professiona 39 63.9%
work

No 3 4.9%

individual experts

Number of responses

% responses (142)

Yes, air pollution has been the main focus of my 38 26.8%
professional work

Yes, air pollution has been one issue in my professiona 56 39.4%
work

No 48 33.8%

Nearly all therespondents to the experts and stakeholders survey indicatedahgtollution had been

either the main focus or one focus of their professional wo@uriously, about onthird of the
individual experts indicated that air pollution hadot been a focus of their professional worlk.is
possible some are involved in air pollution issues outside of work, e.g. in volunteer groups including
NGOsThis isge will be considered in the further review of results.



4. Ensuring compliance with EU air quality requirements and coherence with
international commitments in the short term

The introduction to question 1 noted issues of rommpliance, in particular fahe Ambient Air Quality
Directive 2008/50/EC (AAQD) for several pollutants and also for the National Emissions Ceilings Directive
2001/81/EC (NECD) with regard to NOx (nitrogen oxides) ceilings.

Question 1: How should the EU modify or supplement itgpapach to ensure compliance with current
air quality legislation”Respondents were asked to choasge or moreresponses

General publiq1934 responses)

Number of responseg % responses

No adjustment of the approach described above| 28 1.5%
needed.

Additional nonlegislative options 353 18.3%
Relaxing the obligations under Ambient Air Qua| 34 1.8%
Directive

Strengthening emissions controls 1779 92.0%
52y Qi (y26 24 1.2%

Experts and stakeholders

All expert/stakeholder responsé€371)

Number of responses % responses (371)

No adjustment of the approach described above is 42 11.3%
needed.
Additional nonlegislative options: for example by 168 45.3%

establishing partnership agreements with MS that focus
Member State efforts to address narompliance with air
quality objectives

Relaxing the obligations under Ambient Air Quality 31 8.4%
Directive
Strengthening emissions controls: for example more 242 65.2%

stringent emissions ceilings or source controls that
support the attainment of air gality limit values

52y Qi (y2e 13 3.5%
businesg114)

Number of responses % responses (114)
No adjustment of the approach described above is 27 23.7%
needed.
Additional nonlegislative options: for example by 78 68.4%

establishing partnershipgreements with MS that focus
Member State efforts to address narompliance with air
quality objectives




Relaxing the obligations under Ambient Air Quality 14 12.3%
Directive

Strengthening emissions controls: for example more 20 17.5%
stringent emission ceilings or source controls that

support the attainment of air quality limit values

52y Q0 (1y26 10 8.8%
government(42)

Number of responses

% responses (42)

No adjustment of the approach described above is
needed.

1

2.4%

Additionalnon-legislative options: for example by
establishing partnership agreements with MS that focug
Member State efforts to address narompliance with air
quality objectives

27

64.3%

Relaxing the obligations under Ambient Air Quality
Directive

11.9%

Strergthening emissions controls: for example more
stringent emissions ceilings or source controls that
support the attainment of air quality limit values

35

83.3%

52y QG (y26

2.4%

nongovernmental sectof61)

Number of responses

% responses (61)

No adjustment of the approach described above is
needed.

4

6.6%

Additional nonlegislative options: for example by
establishing partnership agreements with MS that focug
Member State efforts to address narompliance with air
quality objectives

13

21.3%

Relaxing the obligations under Ambient Air Quality
Directive

3.3%

Strengthening emissions controls: for example more
stringent emissions ceilings or source controls that
support the attainment of air quality limit values

57

93.4%

52yQU 1Y26

0.0%

individual expert$142)

Number of responses

% responses (142)

No adjustment of the approach described above is
needed.

9

6.3%

Additional nonlegislative options: for example by 44 31.0%
establishing partnership agreements with MS that focus

Member Stateefforts to address norwompliance with air

quality objectives

Relaxing the obligations under Ambient Air Quality 8 5.6%

Directive




Strengthening emissions controls: for example more 122 85.9%
stringent emissions ceilings or source controls that
support theattainment of air quality limit values

52yQG 1Y26 1 0.7%

Among respondents to the questionnaire for tlgeneral public,a great majority are in favor of
strengthening emissions controls (92% of respondents). The next most popular respasséo
introduce additional nodegislative options (n@& that here as for many questions, respondents could
choose more than one option): this was selected by 18.3% of respondents.

For experts and stakeholdersstrengthening emissions controls receivéite largest number of
responses (65.2%). This option was chosen by over 80% of government, NGOs and individual expert
responses, but only 17.5% of business responses. Additionaleg@mtative options was chosen by
45.3% of all respondents to this questimire, and a majority of both business and government
responses. Among business responses, howeverlagialative options received the highest response
(68.4%), with onl\L7.5%in favour of strengthening emissions controls.

Questionla: Which optiors should be considered as additional néegislative measures?
This question was asked to respondents who chibee2 LJ{i MédifionaV norlegislative optionSin
Question 1.

Respondents were asked to choasge or moreresponsedor this question.

General public(353 responses)

Number of responses| % responses
(353)
Governance support, for example through competence build 244 69.1%
programmes and guidance on increased and more effective us
existing EU funding sources
Partnership implenentation agreements negotiated between th 231 65.4%
Commission and Member States in infringement, where furt
legal action would be suspended subject to proj
implementation of agreed transparent and binding programn
to address air pollution

Other 28 7.9%
Don't know 8 2.3%

Experts and stakeholders

All expert/stakeholder respons€Es8 responses)




Number of responsed % responses
(168)
Governance support, for example through competence buildind 126 75.0%
programmes and guidance on increased amare effective use of
existing EU funding sources
Partnership implementation agreements negotiated between th 109 64.9%
Commission and Member States in infringement, where further
legal action would be suspended subject to proper
implementation of agreedransparent and binding programmes t
address air pollution
Other (please describe below in question 2) 28 16.7%
business (78)
Number of % responses
responses (78)
Governance support, for example through competence building 61 78.2%
progranmes and guidance on increased and more effective use
existing EU funding sources
Partnership implementation agreements negotiated between th 42 53.9%
Commission and Member States in infringement, where further|
legal action would be suspended subjeatproper
implementation of agreed transparent and binding programmeg
address air pollution
Other (please describe below in question 2) 17 21.8%
government (27)
Number of % responses
responses 27)
Governance support, for examplerough competence building | 23 85.2%
programmes and guidance on increased and more effective us
existing EU funding sources
Partnership implementation agreements negotiated between th 23 85.2%
Commission and Member States in infringement, where further|
legal action would be suspended subject to proper
implementation of agreed transparent and binding programmes
address air pollution
Other (please describe below in question 2) 2 7.4%
52y Qi (y29 0 0.0%
nongovernmental sector (13)
Number of % responses
regponses (13)
Governance support, for example through competence building 9 69.2%
programmes and guidance on increased and more effective us
existing EU funding sources
Partnership implementation agreements negotiated between th 11 84.6%

Commission and Member States in infringement, where further
legal action would be suspended subject to proper
implementation of agreed transparent and binding programmes

address air pollution




Other (please describe below in question 2) 2 15.4%
Doy Qli 1Yy29 0 0,.0%

individual experts (44)

Number of % responses
responses (44)
Governance support, for example through competence building 28 63.6%

programmes and guidance on increased and more effective us
existing EU funding sources

Partership implementation agreements negotiated between th{ 28 63.6%
Commission and Member States in infringement, where further
legal action would be suspended subject to proper
implementation of agreed transparent and binding programmesg
address air pollution

Other (please describe below in question 2) 7 15.9%
52y Qi (y2e 0 0.0%

For respondents to thgeneral publicsurveywho indicated noHegislative options in Question hoth
Wovernance suppddand Partnership implementation agreemefeceived high levels of support
(over 65%) These two options both received a majority of support also from expert and stakeholder
respondents, with the highest support from government respondents.

Questionlb: Which options should be considered to relax ajpitions unde“r the AAQD?
This question was only asked to respondents who chose ofitionSf  EAYy 3 GKS 206f A3 (A2
I A NJ v dzl f AiiiQuesBohlRBspoinderiisSvere asked to choasee response

General public

Number of responses % resporses
(34)
Weaken those air quality limit values for which there is currel 22 64.1%
widespread norcompliance (in particular PM and NOZ2)
Postpone the date for attainment of the existing limit values 6 17.7%
Other 6 17.7%
Don't know 0 0%

Expets and stakeholders

all expert/stakeholderesponse$31)

Number of responses % responses (31)

10



Weaken those air quality limit values for which there is | 15 48.4%
currently widespread noicompliance (in particular PM

and NO2)

Postpone the datéor attainment of the existing limit 9 29.0%
values.

Other (please describe below in question 2) 6 19.4%
52y QG (y26 1 3.2%

On this question, it should be noted that thesponsenumbersare low, as few respondents on either

survey chose the optiorotrelax AAQD obligations in question 1. For both the general public and the
SELISNIkaidl|1SK2t RSN |j daeakénihdsé wir-ghaltBligniEvalies f6r waidnithdreis/ (i 2
currently widespread neoompliance (in particular PM and N@2) NI @he m@sSrBsponses. (The
sub-groups within theexpert/stakeholdemuestionnaire are not evaluated as eagtoupis small.)

Question 1c: Which options should be considered to set more stringent obligations on air pollution
emissions?

Thisquestonwa8 Yt @ | a1 SR (2 NBaLR2Strén§thyediny endidsigns OMrdlsi®r 2 LJG A 2 Y
example more stringent emissions ceilings or source controls that support the attainment of air quality
limitvalue® Ay vdzSadAzy mod wSalLkngrBsfoyséea 6SNB alSR (2 Of

General public

Number responses % responses
(2779)
Set more stringent emission ceilings for 2020 in a revised| 136 7.6%

National Emissions Ceilings (NEC) Directive. This option wou
the priority on air pollution measures taken by nationattzarities
to meet the ceilings

Set more stringent emission source controls at an EU level (e.{ 333 18.7%
combustion plants, motor vehicles and other sources), focusing
the sectors where measures to reduce emissions will be most
effective in tems of improving air quality

Combine, in a matched approach, more stringent national ceill 1270 71.4%
under the NEC Directive with more stringent source controls at

level

Other 24 1.4%
Don't know 16 0.9%

Experts and stakeholders

All expert/stakeholderresponse$242)

Number of responses % responses (242)

11



Set more stringent emission ceilings for 2020 in a revisg
EU National Emissions Ceilings (NEC) Directive. This
option would set the priority on air pollution measures
taken by national authorities to meet the ceilings.

3.7%

Set more stringent emission source controls at an EU le
(e.g. on combustion plants, motor vehicles and other
sources), focusing on the sectors where measures to
reduce emissions will be most cesffective in terms of
improving air quality

63

26.0%

Combine, in a matched approach, more stringent natior|
ceilings under the NEC Directive with more stringent
source controls at EU level

157

64.9%

Other (Please describe below in question 2)

10

4.1%

D2y Qi 1y26

1.2%

business (20)

Number of responses

% responses (20)

Set more stringent emission ceilings for 2020 in a revise
EU National Emissions Ceilings (NEC) Directive. This
option would set the priority on air pollution measures
takenby national authorities to meet the ceilings.

1

5.0%

Set more stringent emission source controls at an EU g
(e.g. on combustion plants, motor vehicles and other
sources), focusing on the sectors where measures to
reduce emissions will be most cesffective in terms of
improving air quality

30.0%

Combine, in a matched approach, more stringent natior|
ceilings under the NEC Directive with more stringent
source controls at EU level

35.0%

Other (Please describe below in question 2)

20.0%

52y moiv |

10.0%

government (35)

Number of responses

% responses (35)

Set more stringent emission ceilings for 2020 in a revis¢
EU National Emissions Ceilings (NEC) Directive. This
option would set the priority on air pollution measures
taken bynational authorities to meet the ceilings.

1

2.9%

Set more stringent emission source controls at an EU lg
(e.g. on combustion plants, motor vehicles and other
sources), focusing on the sectors where measures to
reduce emissions will be most cesffective in terms of
improving air quality

13

37.1%

Combine, in a matched approach, more stringent natior|
ceilings under the NEC Directive with more stringent
source controls at EU level

20

57.1%

Other (Please describe below in question 2)

2.0%

52y QW 1Y 2

0.0%

12




the nongovernmental sectoresponse$57)

Number of responses

% responses (57)

Set more stringent emission ceilings for 2020 in a revisg
EU National Emissions Ceilings (NEC) Directive. This
option would set the priority on air paltion measures
taken by national authorities to meet the ceilings.

1

1.8%

Set more stringent emission source controls at an EU lg
(e.g. on combustion plants, motor vehicles and other
sources), focusing on the sectors where measures to
reduce emissionwill be most coseffective in terms of
improving air quality

8.8%

Combine, in a matched approach, more stringent natior|
ceilings under the NEC Directive with more stringent
source controls at EU level

50

87.7%

Other (Please describe below in questi?)

1.8%

52y Qi (y26

0.0%

individual experts (122)

Number of requested
records

% Requested
records(122)

Set more stringent emission ceilings for 2020 in a revise
EU National Emissions Ceilings (NEC) Directive. This
option would set the pority on air pollution measures
taken by national authorities to meet the ceilings.

6

4.9%

Set more stringent emission source controls at an EU ¢
(e.g. on combustion plants, motor vehicles and other
sources), focusing on the sectors where measuoes t
reduce emissions will be most cesffective in terms of
improving air quality

39

32.0%

Combine, in a matched approach, more stringent natior|
ceilings under the NEC Directive with more stringent
source controls at EU level

75

61.5%

Other (Please desbe below in question 2)

0.8%

52y QU Y206

0.8%

Ly 020K

third of responses).

j dzS & G A 2 yGHinbindldh & mMatdndt Spp@dchi deystriigent ndtional ceilings
under the NEC Directive with more stringent source controls at EQlevllE OS A @S Rt (dvérNR y 3
60% of respondents on each). Among business respondents, however, this option received enly one

CKS 2LJasdly YENBWYAGNRY ISy i wasrsechrdb@ yhuch l2sdzhdpuameO 2 v (i NP f
guarter of expert/stakeholderasponses, but less than offiéh of those from the general public).
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Question 1d: What further level of ambition (if any) should the revised NEC Directive aim for in 2020?
CKA& ljdzSatdAaz2y gta 2yfe | al S RSefinorestigantdnssos geilings s K2 O
for 2020 in a revised EU National Emissions Ceilings (NEC) Directive. This option would set the priority on

air pollution measures taken by national authorities to meet the cefling2 NJ (i KCOmbhéJinaz y W
matched approach, nmre stringent national ceilings under the NEC Directive with more stringent source
controlsatEUlev® Ay vdzSaidizy mOod

This question was only asked in the questionnaire for experts and stakehoRiespondents were
asked to chooseneresponse

Expertsand stakeholders

all expert/stakeholder respons€k66)

Number responseg % responses (166)

The NEC Directive should only match the receatjseed 6 3.6%
2020 ceilings in the so called Gothenburg Protocol under t
UNECE Convention on Long Range Tangiary Air
Pollution

The NEC Directive ceilings for 2020 should go beyond the| 18 10.8%
2020 Gothenburg ceilings in order to achieve the objective
in the Thematic Strategy on Air Pollution

The NEC Directive ceilings for 2020 should go beyond the| 129 77.7%
2020 Gothenburg ceilings and the Thematic Strategy on A
Pollution in order to support further objectives for air
pollution reduction, including supporting the attainment of
air quality limit values

Other (Please describe below in question 2) 3 1.8%
52y Qi (y2e 6 3.6%

businessesponse$8)

Number of requested| % Requested

records records(8)
The NEC Directive should only match the receatiseed | O 0.0%
2020 ceilings in the so called Gothenburg Protocol undg
the UNECE Convention on Long gramransboundary Air
Pollution
The NEC Directive ceilings for 2020 should go beyond { 0 0.0%

2020 Gothenburg ceilings in order to achieve the
objectives in the Thematic Strategy on Air Pollution
The NEC Directive ceilings for 2020 should go heyloe | 7 87.5%
2020 Gothenburg ceilings and the Thematic Strategy of
Air Pollution in order to support further objectives for air
pollution reduction, including supporting the attainment
of air quality limit values

Other (Please describe below in questi®n 1 12.5%

governmentresponse$21)

14



Number of responses

% responses (21)

The NEC Directive should only match the receatjseed
2020 ceilings in the so called Gothenburg Protocol undk
the UNECE Convention on Long Range Transboundary
Polution

2

9.5%

The NEC Directive ceilings for 2020 should go beyond 1
2020 Gothenburg ceilings in order to achieve the
objectives in the Thematic Strategy on Air Pollution

42.9%

The NEC Directive ceilings for 2020 should go beyond 1
2020 Gothenburgeilings and the Thematic Strategy on
Air Pollution in order to support further objectives for air
pollution reduction, including supporting the attainment
of air quality limit values

38.1%

Other (Please describe below in question 2)

=Y

4.8%

52y Q0 1Y26

0.0%

the nongovernmental sectoresponse$51)

Number of responses

% responses (51)

The NEC Directive should only match the receagiseed
2020 ceilings in the so called Gothenburg Protocol undg
the UNECE Convention on Long Range Translaoymir
Pollution

0

0.0%

The NEC Directive ceilings for 2020 should go beyond i
2020 Gothenburg ceilings in order to achieve the
objectives in the Thematic Strategy on Air Pollution

5.9%

The NEC Directive ceilings for 2020 should go beyond {
2020Gothenburg ceilings and the Thematic Strategy on
Air Pollution in order to support further objectives for air
pollution reduction, including supporting the attainment
of air quality limit values

48

94.1%

Other (Please describe below in question 2)

0.0%

52y Qi 1y26

0.0%

individual experts (81)

Number of requested

% Requested

records records(81)
The NEC Directive should only match the receatjseed | 3 3.7%
2020 ceilings in the so called Gothenburg Protocol undg
the UNECE Convention on Long Ramgasboundary Air
Pollution
The NEC Directive ceilings for 2020 should go beyond { 5 6.2%
2020 Gothenburg ceilings in order to achieve the
objectives in the Thematic Strategy on Air Pollution
The NEC Directive ceilings for 2020 should go beyioad | 63 77.8%

2020 Gothenburg ceilings and the Thematic Strategy ot
Air Pollution in order to support further objectives for air
pollution reduction, including supporting the attainment

of air quality limit values

15




Other (Please describe below in question 2) 1 1.2%
52y Q0 (y29 6 7.4%

Over threequarters of the expert/stakeholder responses indicated that NEC Directive ceilings for 2020
should go beyond the 2020 Gothenburg ceilings and the Thematic Strategy. Support among business
and NGO respondents fohis option was even higher. Less than 40% of government respondents,
K26SOSNE OK2a$sS GKA&a 2LIA2Y> I yR dHe NBCKDirdctive CéingsE (1 K I
for 2020 should go beyond the 2020 Gothenburg ceilings in order to achieve jdwivels in the

Thematic Strategy on Air PollutiQrb
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5. Further reducing exposure to damaging air pollution in the medium to long
term

Question 3:How should future EU air pollution policy interact with a new climate and energy
framework for 20307Respoidents were asked to choosme response

General public

Number of responses | % responses
(1934)

It should maximise the synergies between the policies, but with 91 4.7%

new air pollutant emissions reductions except those delivered
the climate and eney policy

It should maximise the synergies between the policies, and sef 1795 92.8%
additional measures to reduce air pollutant emissions §
improvements to air quality
Other 19 1.0%
52y Qi 1y26 29 1.5%

Experts and stakeholders

all expert/stakeholder responses

Number of responses % responses(371)

It should maximise the synergies between the policies, | 86 23.2%
with no new air pollutant emissions reductions except
those delivered by the climate and energy policy

It should naximise the synergies between the policies, | 245 66.0%
and set out additional measures to reduce air pollutant
emissions and improvements to air quality

Other (please describe below in question 5) 31 8.4%
52y Qi 1y26 9 2.4%

businessesponses

Number d responses| % responses (114)

It should maximise the synergies between the policies, | 62 54.4%
with no new air pollutant emissions reductions except
those delivered by the climate and energy policy

It should maximise the synergies between thdigies, 19 16.7%
and set out additional measures to reduce air pollutant
emissions and improvements to air quality

Other (please describe below in question 5) 26 22.8%
52y Q0 (y26 7 6.1%
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governmentresponses

Number of responses % responses (42)

It should maximise the synergies between the policies, | 5 11.9%
with no new air pollutant emissions reductions except
those delivered by the climate and energy policy

It should maximise the synergies between the policies, | 33 78.6%
and set out additional meases to reduce air pollutant
emissions and improvements to air quality

Other (please describe below in question 5) 3 7.1%
52y Q0 (y29 1 2.4%

the nongovernmental sectoresponses

Number of responseg % responses (61)

It should maximis¢he synergies between the policies, b{ 6 9.8%
with no new air pollutant emissions reductions except
those delivered by the climate and energy policy

It should maximise the synergies between the policies, | 55 90.2%
and set out additional measures to reduce airlptznt
emissions and improvements to air quality

Other (please describe below in question 5) 0 0.0%
52y Qi (y2e 0 0.0%

individual experts

Number of requested| % Requested
records records(142)
It should maximise the synergies betwedretpolicies, but| 11 7.8%

with no new air pollutant emissions reductions except
those delivered by the climate and energy policy

It should maximise the synergies between the policies, | 129 90.9%
and set out additional measures to reduce air pollutant
emissions and iprovements to air quality

Other (please describe below in question 5) 1 0.7%
52y Qi (y2e 1 0.7%

Over 90%of respondents to the survey for the general public indicated that future EU air pollution
policyshouldset out additional measuregge. beyond maximising the synergies with climate and energy

policy. This option was chosen by ttldrds of the expert/stakeholder respondents; however, among

these, only 19 busines®sponses(16.7%) chose this option, in contrast to strong majoritieshaf

government, NGO and expert respondents. Just over 50% of the business respondents instead chose the
2LI0A2y (G2 YIFIEAYAAS ae@ySNBASA& nd helKir poliutany eniisSiond y R~ Sy
NERdzZQi A2y aQ

Business respondents in particular posied other optionsA short overview to be provided.
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Question 4:Should specific complementary action in the EU be pursued to curb emission of short
lived climate pollutants (SLCP) and their precursors, to improve both air quality impacts on health but
also to boost climate mitigation in the short termRespondents were asked to choas®e response

General public

Number of responses

% responses (1934)

Yes 1770 91.5%
No 34 1.8%
Don't know 130 6.7%

Experts and stakeholders

all expert/stkeholderresponses

Number of responses

% responses (371)

Yes 272 73.3%
No 53 14.3%
Don't know 46 12.4%
business
Number of responseg % responses (114)
Yes 52 45.6%
No 41 36.0%
Don't know 21 18.4%
government
Number of resposes | % responses (42)
Yes 37 88.1%
No 2 4.8%
Don't know 3 7.1%

nongovernmental sector

Number of responses

% responses (61)

Yes 56 91.8%
No 2 3.3%
Don't know 3 4.9%

individual experts

Number of responses

% responses (142)

Yes 118 83.1%
No 8 5.6%
Don't know 16 11.3%
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Just over 90% of the respondents to the general public questionnaire, and almost 80% of respondents to
the expert/stakeholder questionnairaare in favour of complementary EU action to curb emissions of
short-lived climate pollutants (SLCPs) and their precursors. Only 45.6% of business respondents are in
favour, however.

Question 4a:Should specific complementary action be pursued to curb black carbon emissions?

This question was only askedtoresppS y 1 & ¢ K2 OKYe®S A ¥ K 8 diZBdflindedty W O
were asked to chooseneresponse
General public
Number of % responses
responses (A770)*
Yes 1685 95.2%
No 17 1.0%
Don't know 39 2.2%

*Response to questiodawas optional. 98.4% dhe 1770Yes responsee questiond completed this question

Experts and stakeholders

all expert/stakeholder responsé€z72)

Number of responsesy % responses (272)*
Yes (please describe below in question 5) 219 80.5%
No 7 2.6%
Don't know 31 11.4%

*The question was optional. 94.5% of respondents chose to answer the question

businessesponse$52)

Number of responses

% responses (52)*

Yes (please describe below in question 5)

34

65.4%

No

2

3.9%

Don't know

13

25.0%

*The question vas optional. 94.2% of respondents chose to answer the question

governmentresponse$37)

Number of responses

% responses (37)*

Yes (please describe below in question 5)

34

91.9%

No

1

2.7%

Don't know

1

2.7%

*The question was optional. 97.3%refspondents chose to answer the question

the nongovernmental sectoresponse$56)

Number of responses

% responses (56)

Yes (please describe below in question 5)

50

89.3%

No

0

0,00%

Don't know

6

10.7%
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individual experts (118)

Number ofresponses

% responses (118)*

Yes (please decribe below in question 5)

93

78.8%

No

4

3.4%

Don't know

11

9.3%

*The question was optional. 91.5% of respondents chose to answer the question

Strong majoritiex 95% of general public respondentsda80% of expert/stakeholder respondergsre

in favour of specific action to curb black carbon emissions. A majority of each expert/stakeholder
subgroup is in favour; however, on this question, dndz NIi SNJ 2 F 0dza Ay SmZAYy (NIB a LJ2
knowQ &

Question 4b:Should specific action to address ozone precursors that are shoeed climate
pollutants, such as methane, be reinforced?
CKA& ljdzSadArzy gla 2yfte
were asked to chooseneresponse

a1 SR Yo MNP aLRRERGHehty & 2

General public

Number of responses | % responses (1770)*
Yes 1600 90.4%
No 36 2.0%
Don't know 114 6.4%

* Response to questiofib was optional. 98.4% of the 17&®s responsds questiond4 completed this question

Experts and wkeholders

all expert/stakeholder responséa72)

Number of responses % responses (272) *

Yes (please describe below in question 5) 204 75.0%
No 16 5.9%
Don't know 37 13.6%

*The question was optional. 94.5% of respondents chose to answeyuthgtion

businessesponse$52)

Number of responses % responses (52)*

Yes (please describe below in question 5) 24 46.2%
No 7 13.5%
Don't know 17 32.7%

*The question was optional. 92.4% of respondents chose to answer the question

governmeri response$37)
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Number of responses % responses (37)*

Yes (please describe below in question 5) 25 67.6%
No 7 18.9%
Don't know 4 10.8%

*The question was optional. 97.3% of respondents chose to answer the question

the nongovernmental sectoresponse$56)

Number of responses % responses (56)

Yes (please describe below in question 5) 54 96.4%
No 0 0.0%
Don't know 2 3.6%

*The question was option, ...

individual experts (118)

Number of responses % responses (118)

Yes (plase describe below in question 5) 92 78.0%
No 2 1.7%
Don't know 14 11.9%

*The question was optional. 91.6% of respondents chose to answer the question

Strong majoritieg 90% of general public respondents and 75% of expert/stakeholder respongargs
in favour of specific action to curb black carbon emissions. Among business respondents, however,
support was just under 50%, and almost ah&K A NR5 O DaSh W2 4
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Question 6:Which target year should be the main focus of the revised Thematic t8gg?

This question was only asked on the expert/stakeholder questionnRiespondents were asked to

chooseone response

Experts and stakeholders

all expert/stakeholder responses

Number of responses

% responses(371)

2025 176 47.4%
2030 142 38.3%
Other (please comment below in question 8) 37 10.0%
52y Q0 (y26 16 4.3%

businessesponses

Number of responses

% responses (114)

2025 13 11.4%
2030 84 73.7%
Other (please comment below in question 8) 9 7.9%
52y Q0 (y26 8 7.0%
governnent responses

Number of responses

% responses (42)

2025 14 33.3%
2030 25 59.5%
Other (please comment below in question 8) 2 4.8%
52y Qi 1y26 1 2.4%

the nongovernmental sectoresponses

Number of responses

% responses (61)

2025 52 85.3%
2030 6 9.8%
Other (please comment below in question 8) 3 4.9%
52y Qi (y26 0 0.0%

individual experts

Number of responses

% responses (142)

2025 92 64.8%
2030 22 15.5%
Other (please comment below in question 8) 22 15.5%
52y Qi (y2e 6 4.2%

23




For the expert/stakeholder respondents as a whole, just under half chose 2025 as a target year, while
almost 40% chose 2030. A majority of NGO and individual respondents chose 2025; a majority of
business and government respondents instead cho$920

Question 6alf the target year is 2030, should the EU set an interim target for Member States to

achieve for 2025 to strengthen the achievement of the 2030 objective?

This question was asked on the expert/stakeholder questionn&espondents wer only asked to
NBaLR2yR AF (KS& OK23aS Rd®ndentdivareagkedHe ohamaeespoyse v dzS a i A

Experts and stakeholders

all expert/stakeholder responsé€s42)

Number of responseg % responses (142)

Yes, interim targets shubd be set on an indicative (i.e. 40 28.2%
voluntary) basis

Yes, interim targets should be set on a mandatory basig 44 31.0%
e.g. via national emissions ceilings

No, interim targets should not be set 42 29.6%
52y Q0 (y26 16 11.3%

businessesponse$84)

Number of responses % responses (84)

Yes, interim targets should be set on an indicative (i.e. | 22 26.2%
voluntary) basis

Yes, interim targets should be set on a mandatory basig 11 13.1%
e.g. via national emissions ceilings

No, interim targés should not be set 36 42.9%
52y Qi 1y26 15 17.9%

governmentresponse$25)

Number of responseg % responses (25)

Yes, interim targets should be set on an indicative (i.e. | 6 24.0%
voluntary) basis

Yes, interim targets should be set on a mamaatbasis, 17 68.0%
e.g. via national emissions ceilings

No, interim targets should not be set 2 8.0%
52y Qi (y2e 0 0.0%

the nongovernmental sectoresponse$6)

Number of responses % responses (6)

Yes, interim targets should be set on aniaadive (i.e. 4 66.7%
voluntary) basis
Yes, interim targets should be set on a mandatory basig 1 16.7%

e.g. via national emissions ceilings
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No, interim targets should not be set 0 0.0%
52y Q0 (y29 1 16.7%

individual experts (22)

Number of responses % responses (22)

Yes, interim targets should be set on an indicative (i.e. | 5 22.7%
voluntary) basis

Yes, interim targets should be set on a mandatory basig 13 59.1%
e.g. via national emissions ceilings

No, interim targets should not be set 4 18.2%
52y Qi (y2e 0 0.0%

For the respondents as a whole, more or less equal shares indicated each of the three options. Two
GKANRA 2F bDha N aintgiyi Ru§efsishouldbg Bek ab larliirliBativé (. voluritary)

0 I a.Andacon@2ast,a majority of government and individual respondents indicated that such targets
should be set on a mandatory basis. For business respondents, the largest share (over 40%) said that
interim targets should not be said.
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Question 7:How much additional prgress should EU air pollution policy pursue in the revised
Thematic Strategy?
This question was asked on both survdysspondents were asked to choasee response

General public

Number of responses % responses (1934)

No change: only the leVeof protection delivered by 26 1.3%
current legislation
The level delivered by the forthcoming climate and ene| 74 3.8%

framework for 2030, without additional air pollutar
emission reductions

Substantial progress beyond the climate and eneg 714 36.9%
framewak, towards the maximum achievable pollutig

reduction

The maximum achievable pollution reduction (MTFR) | 1075 55.6%
Don't know 45 2.3%

Experts and stakeholders

all expert/stakeholder responses

Number of responseg % responses (371)

No change: only the level of protection delivered by 37 10.0%
current legislation
The level delivered by the forthcoming climate and enerl 72 19.4%

framework for 2030, without additional air pollutant
emission reductions

Substantial progress beyonddltlimate and energy 123 33.2%
framework, towards the maximum achievable pollution

reduction

The maximum achievable pollution reduction (MTFR) | 120 32.4%
Don't know 19 5.1%

businessesponses

Number of responses % responses(114)

No change: onl the level of protection delivered by 29 25.4%
current legislation
The level delivered by the forthcoming climate and enerl 52 45.6%

framework for 2030, without additional air pollutant
emission reductions

Substantial progress beyond the climate aneeyy 17 14.9%
framework, towards the maximum achievable pollution

reduction

The maximum achievable pollution reduction (MTFR) | 8 7.0%
Don't know 8 7.0%
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governmentresponses

Number of responses

% responses (42)

No change: only the level ofgection delivered by
current legislation

1

2.4%

The level delivered by the forthcoming climate and enerl 5 11.9%
framework for 2030, without additional air pollutant

emission reductions

Substantial progress beyond the climate and energy 26 61.9%
framework, towards the maximum achievable pollution

reduction

The maximum achievable pollution reduction (MTFR) | 3 7.1%
Don't know 7 16.7%

the nongovernmental sectoresponses

Number of responses

% responses (61)

No change: only the level of pratgon delivered by
current legislation

1

1.6%

The level delivered by the forthcoming climate and enerf 3 4.9%
framework for 2030, without additional air pollutant

emission reductions

Substantial progress beyond the climate and energy 12 19.7%
framework, towardg¢he maximum achievable pollution

reduction

The maximum achievable pollution reduction (MTFR) | 44 72.1%
Don't know 1 1.6%

individual experts

Number of responses

% responses (142)

No change: only the level of protection delivered by
current legislation

6

4.2%

The level delivered by the forthcoming climate and ener 10 7.0%
framework for 2030, without additional air pollutant
emission reductions
Substantial progress beyond the climate and energy 63 44.4%
framework, towards the maximum achievatpollution
reduction
The maximum achievable pollution reduction (MTFR) | 63 44.4%
Don't know 0 0.0%
I YIe2NhGeée 2F GKS NBalLRyRSyl(Ga 02 maisundashesahld f

pollution reductio® | & G KS X 25y St

IBINER I NER3AAUZ  substdRtialpogpa@:d Gyt £ SR
the expert/stakeholder questionnaire, these two options each received abouitloing of responsesA
majority of NGO responses called for the maximum reduction, a majority of governmentnsespo

called for substantial progress, and individual experts gave both about 44%.

C2NJ (KS

forthcoming climate and energy framework for 2680 K2 ¢ S @3S NE

responses from business.
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Question 9:How should EU air pollution policy give priority to addressing either human health or the

environment?

This question was asked on both questionnaiRsspondents were asked to choasee response

General public

Number of responses % responses (1934)
Equal weight to both 1305 67.5%
Give priority to addressing human health impacts 385 19.9%
Give priority to addressing environmental impacts 219 11.3%
Other 7 0.4%
52y Qi 1y26 18 0.9%

Experts and stakeholders

all expert/stakeholder responses

Number of responses

% responses (371)

Equal weight to both 182 49.1%
Give priority to addressing human health impacts 114 30.7%
Give priority to addressing environmental impacts 19 5.1%
Other (Please describe below) 35 9.4%
52y Qi 1y26 21 5.7%
business

Number of responses

% responses (114)

Equal weight to both 42 36.8%
Give priority to addressing human health impacts 21 18.4%
Give priority to addressing environmental ingis. 3 2.6%
Other (Please describe below) 29 25.4%
52y Qi (y2e 19 16.7%
government

Number of responses

% responses (42)

Equal weight to both 15 35.7%
Give priority to addressing human health impacts 25 59.5%
Give priority to addressing eneinmental impacts 0 0.0%
Other (Please describe below) 1 2.4%
52y Qi (y2e 1 2.4%

non-govern mental sector

Number of responses

% responses (61)

Equal weight to both

37

60.7%

Give priority to addressing human health impacts

20

32.8%
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Give priorty to addressing environmental impacts 2 3.3%
Other (Please describe below) 3.3%
52y Qi (y2e 0 0.0%

N

individual experts

Number of responses % responses (142)

Equal weight to both 85 59.9%
Give priority to addressing human health impacts 40 28.2%
Give priority to addressing environmental impacts 14 9.9%
Other (Please describe below) 3 2.1%
52y Q0 (y26 0 0.0%

Just over twethirds of general public responses and 49.1% of expert/stakeholder responses indicated
that equal weight should beiven to human health and environmental impacts. Almost 60% of
government respondents, however, chose human health impacts as the priority.

A large share of businesssponseE Hp ®m2 2 OK2aS W2iKSNDO®
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Question 11: Which of the following policy instrumésnshould be given priority to achieve the
environmental and health objectives in the period up to 20307?

This question was asked on the expert/stakeholder questionn&espondents were asked tank as

many of the optionsas they wishedin other of preerence from 1 (most preferred) to 6 (least
preferred) The average rank is displayed for each of the options, where score 1 is the highest possible

and 6 is the lowest possible score.

Experts and stakeholders

All expert/stakeholder responses

Average ank

Negotiate new emission reduction commitments for 2030 under the Gothenburg Prot
which are aligned with the ambition level determined for the revised strategy.

3.11

programmes, research and innovation actions or awareness ra{piegse specify in
following question)

In the National Emissions Ceiling Directive, establish emission ceilings 0262030 3.07
period which are aligned with the ambition level determined for the revised strategy.

In the Ambient Air Quality Directive, adapt the AQ limit values for the 20238 period to| 3.12
more stringent levels corresponding to the ambition levelaedatined for the revised

strategy.

In EU legislation on emission sources, set more stringent emission requirements for | 2.56
industrial activities, motor vehicles and other air pollution sources, whereefsttive.

Use nonlegislative methods, sudds existing EU funding schemes, urban air quality | 3.04

business

Average rank

Negotiate new emission reduction commitments for 2030 under theh@oburg Protocol
which are aligned with the ambition level determined for the revised strategy.

2.80

In the National Emissions Ceiling Directive, establish emission ceilings for th@ @825
period which are aligned with the ambition level determined tive revised strategy.

3.28

In the Ambient Air Quality Directive, adapt the AQ limit values for the 2039 period to
more stringent levels corresponding to the ambition level determined for the revised
strategy.

3.97

programmes, researchna innovation actions or awareness raisi(jgease specify in
following question)

In EU legislation on emission soes, set more stringent emission requirements for 3.89
industrial activities, motor vehicles and other air pollution sources, whereeibsttive.
Use nonlegislative methods, such as existing EU funding schemes, urban air quality | 1.88

government

Average rank

Negotiate new emission reduction commitments for 2030 under the Gothenburg Prot
which are aligned with the ambition level determinemt the revised strategy.

3.68

In the National Emissions Ceiling Directive, establish emission ceilings for the @825
period which are aligned with the ambition level determined for the revised strategy.

2.90

In the Ambient Air Quality Directive, gotathe AQ limit values for the 2025030 period to
more stringent levels corresponding to the ambition level determined for the revised
strategy.

3.21

In EU legislation on emission sources, set more stringent emission requirements for
industrial activities, motor vehicles and other air pollution sources, where &fictive.

1.70

Use nonlegislative methods, such as existing EU funding schemes, urban air quality

3.43
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programmes, research and innovation actions or awareness ra{piegise specify in
following question)

nongovernmental sector

Average rank
Negotiate new emission reduction commitments for 2030 under the Gothenburg Prot 3.08

which are aligned with the ambition level determined for the revised strategy.
In the National Emissioreiling Directive, establish emission ceilings for the 2.63
period which are aligned with the ambition level determined for the revised strategy.
In the Ambient Air Quality Directive, adapt the AQ limit values for the ZUB® period to| 2.60
more stingent levels corresponding to the ambition level determined for the revised
strategy.

In EU legislation on emission sources, set more stringent emission requirements for | 1.24
industrial activities, motor vehicles and other air pollution sources, whest-effective.
Use nonlegislative methods, such as existing EU funding schemes, urban air quality | 3.80
programmes, research and innovation actions or awareness ra{piegse specify in
following question)

individual experts

Average rank
Negdiate new emission reduction commitments for 2030 under the Gothenburg Prot( 3.12

which are aligned with the ambition level determined for the revised strategy.
In the National Emissions Ceiling Directive, establish emission ceilings for th@@825 | 3.09
period which are aligned with the ambition level determined for the revised strategy.
In the Ambient Air Quality Directive, adapt the AQ limit values for the period to| 2.71
more stringent levels corresponding to the ambition level determinedtie revised
strategy.

In EU legislation on emission sources, set more stringent emission requirements for | 2.43
industrial activities, motor vehicles and other air pollution sources, whereefsttive.
Use nonlegislative methods, such as exigtiEU funding schemes, urban air quality 3.42
programmes, research and innovation actions or awareness ra(piegise specify in
following question)

In the average ranking across all expert/stakeholder respondents, the five options received milde si
a02NBa ol SNFr3ISE FNBY Hdpc (G2 odMHODP ¢KS EKAIKS
fSIAatlr A2y 2¢ GRAZAARYA AR dDIOBE QF f Y2 adndnlegidigtive LI2 A y (i &
method<Q This option ¥ 2 EU I&gislatiy 2y S YA & areciyed the highddtSranking from
government NGOand individual expert responsgsy O2 y i NI & (X 0 dzzndmnyedisiative NS & L2 v
method<ihe highest ranking.
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6. Revising the Ambient Air Quality Directive

Question 13:Shouldthe indicative limit value for PM2.5 of 20 pg/m3 for 2020 be made mandatory?
Respondents were asked to choasee response

General public

Number of responses % responses (1934)
Yes 1674 86.6%
No 49 2.5%
Don't know 211 10.9%

Experts and stkeholders

All expert/stakeholder responses

Number of responseg % responses (371)

Yes 233 62.8%
No 88 23.7%
Don't know 50 13.5%
business
Number of responseg % responses (114)
Yes 22 19.3%
No 63 55.3%
Don't know 29 25.4%
governmer
Number of responseg % responses (42)
Yes 24 57.1%
No 7 16.7%
Don't know 11 26.2%

norrgovernmental sector

Number of responses % responses (61)

Yes 54 88.5%
No 2 3.3%
Don't know 5 8.2%

individual experts

Number of responses % responses (142)

Yes 125 88.0%
No 13 9.2%
Don't know 4 2.8%
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Just over 86% of respondents to the general public questionnaire indicated that the indicative value for
PM2.5 under the AAQD should be mandatory, along with just over 62% of dmpsnto the
expert/stakeholder questionnaire. In the sgoups for the expert/stakeholder questionnaire, a

majority of government, NGO and individual expert responses were in favour, 55.3% of business
responses were opposed.
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Question 14:Should the PN2.5 or other limit values in the AAQD be made more stringent to bring
them closer to WHO guidance valueR2spondents were asked to choasge response

General public

Number of responses % responses (1934)
No change 31 1.6%
Yes, review the limivalues and bring them closer to WH 1598 82.6%
guidance values
Bring AAQD limit values closer to WHO guidance vg 151 7.8%
only in the future, once the EU has made further emissi|
reductions
52y Qi 1y26 154 8.0%

Experts and stakeholders

All expert/stakeholder responses

Number of responses % responses (371)
No change 68 18.3%
Yes, review the limit values and bring them closer to W| 189 50.9%
guidance values
Bring AAQD limit values closer to WHO guidance value| 77 20.8%
only in the future, one the EU has made further emissio
reductions
52y Qi (y2e 37 10.0%
business
Number of responses % responses (114)
No change 54 47.4%
Yes, review the limit values and bring them closer to Wl 18 15.8%
guidance values
Bring AAQD limitalues closer to WHO guidance values| 19 16.7%
only in the future, once the EU has made further emissi|
reductions
52y Qi (y29 23 20.2%
government
Number of responses % responses (42)
No change 3 7.1%
Yes, review the limit values and bgithem closer to WHO| 10 23.8%
guidance values
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Bring AAQD limit values closer to WHO guidance value| 24 57.1%
only in the future, once the EU has made further emissi|
reductions

52y Q0 (y296 5 11.9%

nongovernmental sector

Number of responses % respases (61)

No change 1 1.6%
Yes, review the limit values and bring them closer to Wl 52 85.3%
guidance values

Bring AAQD limit values closer to WHO guidance value| 5 8.2%
only in the future, once the EU has made further emissi|

reductions

5 2 ykfbiv 3 4.9%

individual experts

Number of responses % responses (142)

No change 8 5.6%
Yes, review the limit values and bring them closer to WI 103 72.5%
guidance values

Bring AAQD limit values closer to WHO guidance value| 26 18.3%
only in the futue, once the EU has made further emissiq

reductions

52y Qi (y2e 5 3.5%

In the questionnaire for the general public, 82.6% of respondents were in favour of bringing PM2.5 and
other AAQD limit values closer to WHO guidance values, along Q@&50f responses to the experts/
stakeholder questionnaire. This position was supported by a large majority of NGO and individual expert
responses. However, 57.1% of government resporbese the option to move closer to WHO values
Wnce the EU has madedzNJi K S NJ S Y A &.3ANafgy share\Ndb Rusin®ss fefpyndeQ, 47.4%, called
for no change.
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Question 15:Should monitoring and regulation be introduced for black carbon/elemental carbon?

Respondents were asked to choas®e response

General puble

Number of responses

% responses (1934)

Yes, introduce monitoring requirement 349 18.1%
Yes, introduce noibinding target value (along with | 117 6.1%
monitoring requirement)

Yes, introduce binding limit value (along with a monitor{ 1363 70.5%
requirement)

No 18 0.9%
52y Qi (y26 87 4.5%

Experts and stakeholders

All expert/stakeholder responses

Number of responses

% responses (371)

Yes, introduce monitoring requirement 79 21.3%
Yes, introduce notinding target value (along thi a 55 14.8%
monitoring requirement)

Yes, introduce binding limit value (along with a monitori| 148 39.9%
requirement)

No 48 12.9%
52y Q0 (y26 41 11.1%

business

Number of responses

% responses (114)

Yes, introduce monitoring requirement 28 24.6%

Yes, introduce notbinding target value (along with a 9 7.9%

monitoring requirement)

Yes, introduce binding limit value (along with a monitori| 10 8.8%

requirement)

No 35 30.7%

52y Q0 (y29 32 28.1%
government

Number of responses

% responsedR)

Yes, introduce monitoring requirement 13 31.0%
Yes, introduce noibinding target value (along with a 16 38.1%
monitoring requirement)

Yes, introduce binding limit value (along with a monitori| 7 16.7%

requirement)
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No 4 9.5%
52yQG 1Y26 2 4.8%

non-governmental sector

Number of responses % responses (61)

Yes, introduce monitoring requirement 5 8.2%

Yes, introduce notbinding target value (along with a 4 6.6%

monitoring requirement)

Yes, introduce binding limit value (along witinanitoring | 47 77.1%

requirement)

No 1 1.6%

52y Qi (y2e 4 6.6%
individual

Number of responses % responses (142)

Yes, introduce monitoring requirement 29 20.4%
Yes, introduce noinding target value (along with a 23 16.2%
monitoring requirement)

Yes, introduce binding limit value (along with a monitori| 81 57.0%
requirement)

No 6 4.2%
52y Qi (y26 3 2.1%

Over 70% of the general public responses and almost 40% of the expert/stakeholder responses called
for a birding limit along with a mnitoring requirement. This option was supported by a majority of NGO

and individual expert responses. However, 38.1% of government representatives chosebimding

target value, along with a monitoring requirement, and 31.0% only called for a momjtagquirement.

Among business responses, over 30% were opposed to action in this area, and almost a similar number
OK2mBy @i (y26Q0
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Question 17:Which binding limit values (if any) should the AAQD set for ozone?
This question was asked on the expgstdkeholder questionnaireRespondents were asked to choose
oneresponse

Experts and stakeholders

All expert/stakeholder responses

Number of responses % responses (371)

Replace the current ozone target values with binding lin 41 11.1%

values set athie same levels

Replace the current ozone target values with binding lin 151 40.7%

values set at more stringent levels

No change 120 32.4%

52y Qi (y26 59 15.9%
business

Number of responseg % responses (114)

Replace the current ozortarget values with binding limit| 7 6.1%

values set at the same levels

Replace the current ozone target values with binding lin 10 8.8%

values set at more stringent levels

No change 58 50.9%

52y Q0 (y26 39 34.2%
government

Number of responses % responses (42)

Replace the current ozone target values with binding lin 5 11.9%

values set at the same levels

Replace the current ozone target values with binding lin 4 9.5%

values set at more stringent levels

No change 26 61.9%

52y Qi 1y26 7 16.7%

norrgovernmental sector

Number of responseg % responses (61)

Replace the current ozone target values with binding lin 5 8.2%
values set at the same levels

Replace the current ozone target values with binding lin 49 80.3%
values set at more dtrigent levels

No change 5 8.2%
52y Qi (y2e 2 3.3%

individual experts

Number of responseg % responses (142)

Replace the current ozone target values with binding lin 23 16.2%
values set at the same levels

Replace the current ozonerget values with binding limit| 83 58.5%
values set at more stringent levels

No change 26 18.3%
52y QG (1y26 10 7.0%
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For theresponsesas a whole, the highest share (40.7%) indicated that currentding limit values
for ozone should be replaced twibinding limit values at more stringent levels. A majority of NGO and
expert responses supported this position. A majority of business and government responses, however,

OK2¥sE @KIy3asSQ
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Question 20:Should zonespecific plans be consolidated intamordinated national plans?
This question was asked on both questionnaiRsspondents were asked to choasee response

General public

Number of responses % responses (1934)
Yes 1507 77.9%
No 94 4.9%
Don't know 333 17.2%

Experts and stagholders

All expert/stakeholder responses

Number of responseg % responses (371)

Yes 253 68.2%
No 43 11.6%
Don't know 75 20.2%
business
Number of responses % responses (114)
Yes 55 48.3%
No 12 10.5%
Don't know 47 41.2%
governmei
Number of responseg % responses (42)
Yes 24 57.1%
No 13 31.0%
Don't know 5 11.9%

norrgovernmental sector

Number of responseg % responses (61)

Yes 53 86.9%
No 1 1.6%
Don't know 7 11.5%

individual experts

Number of responseg % responses (142)

Yes 114 80.3%
No 14 9.9%
Don't know 14 9.9%

Almost 80% of general public responses and almost 70% of expert/stakeholder responses called for the
consolidation of zonspecific plans with coordinated national plans. Thisipon was supported by a

majority of government, NGO and individual expert responses, as well as 48.3% of business responses
K26SOSNE nmMow: 2F o0dZARY SadhigBeydlzyasSa AYyRAOFIGSR W
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Question 21:Should cooperation among Member Statég reinforced to better address
transboundary pollution flows that affect local air quality problems?
This question was asked on both questionnaiRsspondents were asked to choasee response

General public

Number of responses % responses(1934)
Yes 1854 95.9%
No 29 1.5%
Don't know 51 2.6%

Experts and stakeholders

All expert/stakeholder responses

Number of responses

% responses (371)

Yes, the Member States concerned should be legally | 195 52.6%

obliged to prepare joint air quality plams cases of

significant transboundary pollution

Yes, cooperation should be reinforced, but in other way| 111 29.9%

(pls specify in following question).

No 14 3.8%

52y Q0 (y26 51 13.6%
business

Number of responses

% responses (114)

Yes, the Member States concerned should be legally 42 36.8%

obliged to prepare joint air quality plans in cases of

significant transboundary pollution

Yes, cooperation should be reinforced, but in other way| 30 26.3%

(pls specify in following question).

No 3 2.6%

52y Qi 1y25 39 34.2%
government

Number of responses

% responses (42)

Yes, the Member States concerned should be legally | 13 31.0%
obliged to prepare joint air quality plans in cases of

significant transboundary pollution

Yes, cooperabn should be reinforced, but in other ways| 20 47.6%
(pls specify in following question).

No 6 14.3%
52y Qi (y2e 3 7.1%

nongovernmental sector
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Number of responses % responses (61)

Yes, the Member States concerned should be legally | 38 62.3%
obliged toprepare joint air quality plans in cases of
significant transboundary pollution

Yes, cooperation should be reinforced, but in other way| 19 31.2%
(pls specify in following question).

No 1 1.6%
52y Q0 (y296 3 4.9%

individual experts

Number ofresponses| % responses (142)

Yes, the Member States concerned should be legally | 98 69.0%
obliged to prepare joint air quality plans in cases of
significant transboundary pollution

Yes, cooperation should be reinforced, but in other way| 35 24.7%
(pls speci in following question).

No 4 2.8%
52y Qi 1y26 5 3.5%

Almost 96% of general public responses, together with 52.6% of expert/stakeholder responses,

A Y RA Ol (v8riRver(Btatesiicontérned should be legally obliged to prepare joint airygpkits in

cases of significant transboundary polluti®d#this option was supported by a majority of NGO and

individual expert responses, and 36.8% of business responses. While 31.0% of government responses
chose this option, 47.6% instead indicated thatZ LISNE K 2 82/ RW6 S NBAY T2 NOSRZI 0 dz
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7. Revising the National Emission Ceilings Directive (NECD)

Question 23:Should national emission ceilings be adopted for black carbon/elemental carbon?
Respondents were asked to choasee response

General public

Number of % responses
responses* (1909)

Yes 1740 91.2%

No 56 2.9%

Don't know 113 5.9%

N/A - -

*The response to the question was optional. 25 respondents chose not to respond.

Experts and stakeholders

all expert/stakeholdr responses

Number of responses

% responses (360)*

Yes 201 55.8%

No 114 3L7%

52y Qi (y2e 45 12.5%
*The question was optional. 360 out of the 371 respondents chose to respond to the question
business

Number of responses % responses (108)*

Yes 16 14.0%

No 70 61.4%

52y Qi 1y26 22 19.3%

*The question was optional. 108 out of the 114 respondents chose to respond to the question

government
Number of responses % responses (40)
Yes 16 38.1%
No 19 45.2%
52y Qi (y2e 5 11.9%

*Thequestion was optional. 40 out of the 42 respondents chose to respond to the question

non—governmental sector

Number of responses

% responses (61)

Yes 55 90.2%
No 1 1.6%
52y Q0 (1y26 5 8.2%
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individual experts

Number of responses % responsegl42)

Yes 109 76.8%
No 18 12.7%
52yQG 1Y26 12 8.5%

In the general public questionnaire, 91.2% of respondents indicated that national emission ceilings
should be adopted for black carbon/elemental; 55.8% of the expert/stakeholder responsigmp®rted

this option. Within the expert/stakeholder responses, majorities of NGO and individual expert responses
agreed with the option; in contrast, 61.4% of business and 45.2% of government responses were

opposed.
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Question 25:Which mechanisms for fbebility should be introduced into the NEC Directive
management framework?

This question was asked only on the expert/stakeholder questionnBiespondents were asked to
chooseone or moreresponses

Experts and stakeholders

All expert/stakeholder regmses

Number of responses % responses (371)

lft26Ay3a aSYOSNI {GFGS O2Y 143 38.5%
ceilings to be measured on the basis of a rydiar

average

Allowing limited adjustments of Member State emission| 94 25.3%

ceilings, under specifiircumstances and after approval
by the Commission

Allowing limited adjustments of Member State emission| 141 38.0%
inventories for compliance check, under specific
circumstances and after approval by the Commission

Other (please specify below) 19 5.1%
No flexibility mechanisms should be introduced 98 26.4%
52y QG (y26 24 6.5%

business representatives

Number of responses % responses (114)

lff2Ay3 aSYOSNI {GFGS O2Y69 60.5%
ceilings to be measured on the basis ohalti-year

average

Allowing limited adjustments of Member State emission| 59 51.8%

ceilings, under specific circumstances and after approvi
by the Commission

Allowing limited adjustments of Member State emission| 52 45.6%
inventories for compliance checlnder specific
circumstances and after approval by the Commission

Other (please specify below) 18 15.8%
No flexibility mechanisms should be introduced 6 5.3%
52y Qi (y2e 9 7.9%

government representatives

Number of responses % responses @)

lfft26Ay3 aSYOSNI {GFGS O2Y27 64.3%
ceilings to be measured on the basis of a rydiar

average

Allowing limited adjustments of Member State emission| 8 19.1%

ceilings, under specific circumstances and after approvi
by the Cormmission
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Allowing limited adjustments of Member State emission| 25 59.5%
inventories for compliance check, under specific
circumstances and after approval by the Commission

Other (please specify below) 0 0.0%
No flexibility mechanisms should benoduced 1 2.4%
52y QG (y26 4 9.5%

the nongovernmental sector representatives

Number of responses % responses (61)

lfft26Ay3 aSYOSNI {dGFGS O2VY4 6.6%
ceilings to be measured on the basis of a nytar

average

Allowing limited adjustments of Member State emission| 8 13.1%

ceilings, under specific circumstances and after approvi
by the Commission

Allowing limited adjustments of Member State emission| 21 34.4%
inventories for compliance check, under specific
circumstances andfter approval by the Commission

Other (please specify below) 1 1.6%
No flexibility mechanisms should be introduced 32 52.5%
52y Qi (y26 4 6.6%

individual experts

Number of responseg % responses (142)

Allowing Member State complighS F2 NJ G KS |37 26.1%
ceilings to be measured on the basis of a mystar

average

Allowing limited adjustments of Member State emission| 18 12.7%

ceilings, under specific circumstances and after approvi
by the Commission

Allowing limited adjusnents of Member State emission | 41 28.9%
inventories for compliance check, under specific
circumstances and after approval by the Commission

Other (please specify below) 0 0.0%
No flexibility mechanisms should be introduced 57 40.1%
52y Qi 1y2e 6 4.2%

Across all expert/stakeholder responses, two options received about 38% each:

lff2gAy3 aSYOSNI {dFGS O2YLX Al yOS F2NJ 6KS 5ANBC
multi-year average

Allowing limited adjustments of Member State emissionmbeges for compliance check, under
specific circumstances and after approval by the Commission
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A majority of business and government responses supported these options.

Just over 26% indicated that no flexibility mechanisms should be introduced. Tiois ofs supported
especially by NGOs (52.5% of responses) and individual experts (40.1% of that group); support among
business and government, however, was under 6%.

A fourth option received just over 25%:

Allowing limited adjustments of Member Stateigsion ceilings, under specific circumstances
and after approval by the Commission

This option was chosen by just over emaf of the business responses, but less than 20% of the
responses from the other groups.
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Question 26:Should coordination be rquired between the national and local levels in respect of
emissions reduction measures and local air quality management?
Respondents were asked to choas®e response

General public

Number of responses % responses (1934)
Yes 1854 95.9%
No 19 1.0%
Don't know 61 3.2%

Experts and stakeholders

All expert/stakeholder responses

Number of responseg % responses (371)

Yes 317 85.4%
No 18 4.9%
Don't know 36 9.7%

business representatives

Number of responses % responses(114)

Yes 82 71.9%
No 8 7.0%
Don't know 24 21.1%

government representatives

Number of responses % responses (42)

Yes 35 83.3%
No 6 14.3%
Don't know 1 2.4%

nongovernmental sector representatives

Number of responses % responses (61)

Yes 59 96.7%
No 1 1.6%
Don't know 1 1.6%

individual experts

Number of responses % responses (142)

Yes 131 92.3%
No 3 2.1%
Don't know 8 5.6%

Strongmajorities ¢ 95.9% of the responses to the general public questionnaire and 85.4%s¢ th

the expert/stakeholders questionnaire indicated that coordination should be required regarding
emissions reduction measures and local air quality management. A strong majority of each of the
expert/stakeholder sulgroups (over 70%) were in favooir coordination.
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8. Addressing major air pollution sources

Questions in this topic area where only asked on the expert/stakeholder questionnaire.

Question 28: Which additional measures should be taken to address air emissions from road
transport?

Responénts were asked toank as many of the options as they wish&u order of preference from 1
(most peferred) to 8 (least preferred)lhe average rank is displayed for each of the options, where
score 1 is the highest possible and 8 is the lowest possibles

Experts and stakeholders

All expert/stakeholder responses

Average Rank
Introduce with minimum delay the new test procedure to ensure that real world emissiq¢ 2.50

of Euro 6 light duty diesel vehicles are as close as possible to the type appravedliras
Strengthen Elvide requirements for irservice compliance with emissions standards, to| 3.26
ensure that lightduty vehicles on European roads continue to produce low emissions o
their lifetime

Develop a new, more stringent standard te imandatory for motor vehicles after 2020 3.79
Develop a supplementary more stringent standard, not mandatory, to be used by natig 4.33
and local governments in a harmonised way wherever air quality exceeds EU standarg
to establish low emission zone®r to establish incentives at MS level to increase
penetration of cleaner vehicles

Introduce standards to retrofit existing heavy duty vehicles (e.g. trucks, buses) to redu( 3.83
their air pollution emissions
Introduce a mandatory road chargisgheme for heavy duty vehicles that incorporates a| 3.92
pollutant emissions ("eurovignette directive")
Develop additional testycle components specific to the driving patterns of special purp 4.68
urban vehicles (e.g. buses and refuse collection vehjdegnsure that pollution control
technologies operate effectively under real urban driving conditions

No additional measures should be introduced 6.77

business representatives

Average Rank
Introduce with minimum delay the new test procedureensure that real world emissions| 3.15

of Euro 6 light duty diesel vehicles are as close as possible to the type approval limit v
Strengthen Ellide requirements for irservice compliance with emissions standards, to| 3.61
ensure that lightduty vehicleson European roads continue to produce low emissions ov|
their lifetime

Develop a new, more stringent standard to be mandatory for motor vehicles after 2020 4.38
Develop a supplementary more stringent standard, not mandatory, to be used by natiq 4.51
and local governments in a harmonised way wherever air quality exceeds EU standarg
to establish low emission zones), or to establish incentives at MS level to increase
penetration of cleaner vehicles

Introduce standards to retrofit existingeavy duty vehicles (e.g. trucks, buses) to reduce| 3.90
their air pollution emissions
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Introduce a mandatory road charging scheme for heavy duty vehicles that incorporate
pollutant emissions ("eurovignette directive")

4.00

Develop additional testyck components specific to the driving patterns of special purp
urban vehicles (e.g. buses and refuse collection vehicles), to ensure that pollution con
technologies operate effectively under real urban driving conditions

5.12

No additional measureshould be introduced

4.38

government representatives

Average Rank

Introduce with minimum delay the new test procedure to ensure that real world emissi
of Euro 6 light duty diesel vehicles are as close as possible to the type approval limit v|

1.82

Strengthen Elwide requirements for irservice compliance with emissions standards, to
ensure that lightduty vehicles on European roads continue to produce low emissions o
their lifetime

3.31

Develop a new, more stringent standard to be mandatorymotor vehicles after 2020

3.58

Develop a supplementary more stringent standard, not mandatory, to be used by natig
and local governments in a harmonised way wherever air quality exceeds EU standarg
to establish low emission zones), or tdadish incentives at MS level to increase
penetration of cleaner vehicles

4.81

Introduce standards to retrofit existing heavy duty vehicles (e.g. trucks, buses) to redu
their air pollution emissions

4.65

Introduce a mandatory road charging schemeHheavy duty vehicles that incorporates air
pollutant emissions ("eurovignette directive")

4.66

Develop additional testycle components specific to the driving patterns of special purp
urban vehicles (e.g. buses and refuse collection vehicles), toefisatr pollution control
technologies operate effectively under real urban driving conditions

4.23

No additional measures should be introduced

7.6

nongovernmental sector representatives

Average Rank

Introduce with minimum delay the new test proce@uto ensure that real world emissions
of Euro 6 light duty diesel vehicles are as close as possible to the type approval limit v

2.38

Strengthen Ekvide requirements for irservice compliance with emissions standards, to
ensure that lightduty vehicks on European roads continue to produce low emissions oy
their lifetime

3.21

Develop a new, more stringent standard to be mandatory for motor vehicles after 202(

3.19

Develop a supplementary more stringent standard, not mandatory, to be used by ahtig
and local governments in a harmonised way wherever air quality exceeds EU standarg
to establish low emission zones), or to establish incentives at MS level to increase
penetration of cleaner vehicles

3.63

Introduce standards to retrofit existingeavy duty vehicles (e.g. trucks, buses) to reduce| 3.53
their air pollution emissions

Introduce a mandatory road charging scheme for heavy duty vehicles that incorporatey 3.97
pollutant emissions ("eurovignette directive")

Develop additional testycle components specific to the driving patterns of special purp| 5.03
urban vehicles (e.g. buses and refuse collection vehicles), to ensure that pollution con
technologies operate effectively under real urban driving conditions

No additional measureshould be introduced 7.94
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individual experts

Average Rank
Introduce with minimum delay the new test procedure to ensure that real world emissi¢ 2.58

of Euro 6 light duty diesel vehicles are as close as possible to the type approval limit v|
Strengthen Ellide requirements for irservice compliance with emissions standards, to| 3.02
ensure that lightduty vehicles on European roads continue to produce low emissions o
their lifetime

Develop a new, more stringent standard to be mandatorynfiotor vehicles after 2020 3.78
Develop a supplementary more stringent standard, not mandatory, to be used by natid 4.35
and local governments in a harmonised way wherever air quality exceeds EU standarg
to establish low emission zones), or to edtsibincentives at MS level to increase
penetration of cleaner vehicles

Introduce standards to retrofit existing heavy duty vehicles (e.g. trucks, buses) to redu( 3.61
their air pollution emissions
Introduce a mandatory road charging scheme for\heduty vehicles that incorporates air| 3.66
pollutant emissions ("eurovignette directive")
Develop additional testycle components specific to the driving patterns of special purp 4.49
urban vehicles (e.g. buses and refuse collection vehicles), to ersatrpdllution control
technologies operate effectively under real urban driving conditions

No additional measures should be introduced 6.73

Acrossall respondents to the expert/stakeholder questionnaire, the highest rank (i.e. lowest soore
aerage) ¢l a 3FAGSYy (nodudekingh ndnidiurk dejay thiePhewMtest procedure to ensure

that real world emissions of Euro 6 light duty diesel vehicles are as close as possible to the type approval
limit value€This option was given the highesink by each sugroup.

The secondNJ y{ Ay 3 2 LJi A 2 Strengties Evidefrequirémiénts (fok iseMvice compliance

with emissions standards, to ensure that lighity vehicles on European roads continue to produce low
emissions over their lifetie@ ® ¢ KA & ¢ kranked dptHn a5 Sr0aRefaBe average for each sub
INRPdzL) SEOSLIi bDhaz ¢ KA Dkvelabladév, riokeStringediCstantard thdbel O S
mandatory for motor vehicles after 20Q0p

Ld OF y 06 SNoydlitioBaRmedaskrigsaceived the lowest average ranking, both overall and also

for government, NGO and individual expert responses; for business responses, this option was tied as
third-lowest in rank.
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Question 30: Which additional measures should be introduced for froad machinery?

Respondents were asked tank as many of the options as they wished order of preference from 1
(most preferred) to 5 (least preferredYhe average rank is displayed for each of the options, where
score 1 is the highest possible and 5he lowest possible score.

Experts and stakeholders

All expert/stakeholder responses

Average Rank
Extend the scope of application of current Stage IV NRMM standards to additional pq 2.62

classes and applications, including stationary applications
Introduce as soon as possible a more stringent Stage V standard fapadmachinery, | 2.08
aligned with the limit values of the most stringent Euro VI regulation for heavy duty rg
vehicles, which would further reduce especially PM emissions.
Ensure hat approval emission tests reflect the machinery's emissions in real world 2.38
circumstances
Ensure that there are incentives for retrofitting and/or replacing older inland waterway 2.87
vessels' engines by newer and cleaner ones
No additional measureshould be introduced 4.19

business representatives

Average Rank
Extend the scope of application of current Stage IV NRMM standards to additional pq 3.11

classes and applications, including stationary applications
Introduce as soon as possiblenmre stringent Stage V standard for navad machinery, | 2.85
aligned with the limit values of the most stringent Euro VI regulation for heavy duty rqg
vehicles, which would further reduce especially PM emissions.
Ensure that approval emission tests refighe machinery's emissions in real world 2.33
circumstances
Ensure that there are incentives for retrofitting and/or replacing older inland waterway 2.35
vessels' engines by newer and cleaner ones
No additional measures should be introduced 2.29

gowvernment representatives

Average Rank
Extend the scope of application of current Stage IV NRMM standards to additional p¢ 2.55

classes and applications, including stationary applications
Introduce as soon as possible a more stringent Stage V stafatandn-road machinery, | 1.80
aligned with the limit values of the most stringent Euro VI regulation for heavy duty rq
vehicles, which would further reduce especially PM emissions.
Ensure that approval emission tests reflect the machinery's emissiamalimorld 2.32
circumstances
Ensure that there are incentives for retrofitting and/or replacing older inland waterway 3.30
vessels' engines by newer and cleaner ones
No additional measures should be introduced 4.67

non-govern mental sector represeniués

Average Rank
Extend the scope of application of current Stage IV NRMM standards to additional pq 2.43

classes and applications, including stationary applications
Introduce as soon as possible a more stringent Stage V standard fapadmachiery, | 1.79
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aligned with the limit values of the most stringent Euro VI regulation for heavy duty rq
vehicles, which would further reduce especially PM emissions.

Ensure that approval emission tests reflect the machinery's emissions in real world | 2.39
circumstances
Ensure that there are incentives for retrofitting and/or replacing older inland waterway 3.00
vessels' engines by newer and cleaner ones
No additional measures should be introduced 5.00

individual experts

Average Rank
Extend the scope afpplication of current Stage IV NRMM standards to additional pow 2.54

classes and applications, including stationary applications
Introduce as soon as possible a more stringent Stage V standard fapadmachinery, | 2.07
aligned with the limit values of tamost stringent Euro VI regulation for heavy duty roal
vehicles, which would further reduce especially PM emissions.

Ensure that approval emission tests reflect the machinery's emissions in real world | 2.35
circumstances
Ensure that there are inceivies for retrofitting and/or replacing older inland waterway | 2.88
vessels' engines by newer and cleaner ones
No additional measures should be introduced 4.28

Forthe expert/stakeholder respondents overall, the option that received the highest avamteng

OADPS P f 24 S anfrodutede® BIBrRas possibla a Hbre stringent Stage V standard fooambn
machinery, aligned with the limit values of the most stringent Euro VI regulation for heavy duty road
vehicles, which would further reduce espéig PM emissio®® D2 3SNY YSy iz bDh I YR
respondents all gave this option the highest average ranking.

The seconéhighest ranking option for all respondentsand also for government, NGO and individual
expert respondentg ¢ | &EMsur&hat approval emission tests reflect the machinery's emissions in real
world circumstance@This option was ranked second for business respondents.

W2 | RRAGA 2 yrécéivedvilelhiglueNIBv@rage ranking from business respondents, but the
lowestaverage ranking from the other categories.
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