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Review of the Air Quality Policy Framework
Impact Assessment (SWD (2013) 531, SWD (2013) 532 (summary)) on a Communication on a Clean Air Programme
for Europe, a proposal for a Directive regulating air emissions from Medium Combustion Plants, a proposal for a
Directive on the reduction of national emissions of certain atmospheric pollutants, and a proposal for a Decision on the
Amendment to the 1999 Protocol to the 1979 Convention on Long-Range Trans boundary Air Pollution (COM (2013)
918; COM (2013) 919; COM (2013) 920; COM (2013)917)

Background
This note seeks to provide an initial analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the European Commission's
Impact Assessment (IA) accompanying the above proposals, submitted in January 2014. A body of air
pollution policy has been developed in the EU and internationally since the 1970s to address the significant
environmental, health and economic impacts caused by air pollution. The main elements of the EU policy
are:  i) the objective in the EU's sixth environmental action programme to achieve 'levels of air quality that do
not give rise to significant negative impacts on and risks to human health and the environment'; ii) the 2005
Thematic Strategy on Air Pollution setting interim objectives towards this target, and iii) the main legislative
instruments consisting of the Ambient Air Quality Directives (AAQDs), the National Emission Ceilings
Directive (NECD), and a range of legislation controlling pollution at source. Although this policy has led to a
substantial reduction in emissions, air pollution remains the number one environmental cause of death in
the EU. In 2010, it was responsible for over 400 000 premature deaths (ten times more than those caused by
road traffic accidents). Total external annual costs of health impacts alone are estimated to be in the range of
330 to 940 billion euros. For ecosystems, the main outstanding problem is eutrophication, which threatens
nearly three quarters of the EU's most valuable ecosystems.

Problem definition
The IA, which incorporates the outcome of the review of the EU Air Quality Policy Framework, identifies
two main problems. Firstly, there are substantial breaches of air quality standards, with a third of the EU's
Air Quality Management Zones exceeding the limit values for particulate matter (PM10) and a quarter for
nitrogen dioxide (NO2). Secondly, even with full compliance with existing EU legislation, the EU is not on
track to achieve its long-term objective. The IA attributes the non-compliance problems to three main factors.
Firstly, estimated average NOx emissions have slightly increased, despite the tightening of emission limit
values by a factor of 4 for diesel passenger cars from 1993 to 2009. This is described as 'the single most
significant driver of current non-compliance' (Executive Summary, p. 3). Secondly, domestic solid fuel
combustion and concentrated local pollution cause the worst PM compliance problems. Thirdly, poor
coordination between national and local action, and lack of capacity at regional and local level, has made
compliance more difficult and costly. As far as the problem of the EU not being on track to achieve its long
term air quality objective is concerned, the IA considers that 'all the main sectors' contribute to either the PM
or ozone concentrations and must therefore be addressed (Executive Summary, p. 3). Agriculture in
particular is responsible for 90 per cent of ammonia emissions and is the primary driver of eutrophication.
The trans-boundary share of the problem is high. Whilst the IA considers that compliance for some
emissions in some areas will improve substantially by 2020, it states that 'even with full compliance, health
impacts will reduce by only around a fifth by 2025, and eutrophication hardly at all' (Executive Summary p.
4). The IA concludes that the problems identified 'can be addressed by modification (rather than
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replacement) of the existing policy framework' and that 'the modifications should take place in a stepwise
manner' (IA, p. 145). It considers that in the short term, the main priority should be 'the full implementation
of the existing legislation and in particular the resolution of the real world emissions issue for light duty
diesel vehicles. In the longer term, the main gaps relate to combustion from small and medium installations,
and ammonia emissions from agriculture' (IA, p. 20).

Objectives of the legislative proposals
The package includes two proposals for directives: one for a completely new set of measures on the
limitation of emissions from medium combustion plants (COM (2013) 919) and one reviewing and updating
the requirements of the existing directive1 on the reduction of national emissions of certain atmospheric
pollutants (COM (2013) 920). The long term strategic objective is to attain air quality levels that do not give
rise to significant negative impacts on human health and the environment. There are two general objectives
which have been formulated on the basis of assessment of the current EU air quality policy framework and
the outstanding problems and drivers identified during the ex-post evaluation. The first is to ensure
compliance with existing air quality policies, and coherence with international commitments by 2020, and
the second is to achieve substantial further reduction in health and environmental impacts in the period up to
2030.

Specific objectives, relating mainly to the period up to 2020, are to ensure full implementation of current
legislation and that 'real world emissions' of light duty vehicles are brought in line with regulatory
requirements; to facilitate action on residual local compliance problems; to promote enhanced policy
coordination at Member State at regional/local level; and to incorporate the Gothenburg Protocol obligations
into EU legislation and ratify the Protocol. Further specific objectives, to achieve substantial further impact
reduction in the period up to 2030, are to tap the pollution reduction potential of contributing sectors; to
address background pollution; and to improve the information base for assessing policy implementation and
effectiveness. It is these longer term specific objectives which are addressed by the two proposals for
directives.

Structure of the Impact Assessment
The nature of the two general objectives structures the entire IA, since the options and related impacts
considered are divided into two sets, the first with a view to the 2020 objective (Chapter 5 and Annex 6) and
the second to that for 2030 (and beyond) (Chapter 6 and annexes 7-11), including a detailed analysis of
specific objectives and options related to the NECD, which is to be the main implementing instrument for
the policy. A further impact analysis, with its own set of policy options, for the first additional source control
measure identified (medium combustion plants (MCPs)), is provided in a separate chapter and
accompanying annex (Chapter 7 and Annex 12). Chapter 8 sets out the package of measures supported by
the analysis and summarises the interactions with other policies. This means that there are in effect at least
two impact assessments in one, which complicates any appraisal exercise. The Commission states that the IA
has been organised in such a way as 'to facilitate the reading of a rather complex analysis' (IA, p. 15). This is
not necessarily immediately apparent, although careful reading of the explanation in the introduction (p. 15)
nevertheless provides better understanding of the rather unorthodox approach. Some aspects of the physical
presentation of the document, however, such as the numbering of the options, which seems to be linked to
the numbers of the chapters in which they are listed, rather than to any more logical listing system, as well as
the seemingly arbitrary division of the document into four parts, is not particularly helpful.

1 Directive 2001/81/EC
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Range of options considered :
i) For the 2020 objective
The following six options were considered to resolve the compliance problems identified in the ex post
evaluation. (The IA points out that the second public consultation allowed for free-form responses to
identify additional options, but none were proposed):

Option 1:   Baseline (no new EU regulatory action)
The baseline scenario, which the IA considers will deliver the reductions required by the revised
Gothenburg Protocol, would mean that there would be no change to the AAQD; the NECD would be
adapted only in so far as necessary to reflect the new EU obligations already agreed in 2012 under the
amended Gothenburg Protocol for the period to 2020;  there would be no new EU source control measures
beyond those already in the pipeline; certain implementing acts that will give effect to already agreed
legislation would be adopted as planned, notably the enabling acts under Regulation (EC) 715/2007 to
resolve the 'real world emissions' (RWE) issue by 2017 at the latest. Action at the Member State level to
ensure compliance with existing air quality standards would continue.

Option 5A: New EU source legislation
This option would entail the introduction of additional EU source control measures beyond those already in
the pipeline and for sectors that have been identified as contributing significantly to air quality and
presenting non-compliance cases. This would mainly focus on sectors that have been largely unregulated
until now, such as small and medium scale combustion installations and agricultural emissions.

Option 5B: Tightening of National Emission Ceilings
This option comprises a tightening of the NECD beyond the levels agreed under the amended Gothenburg
Protocol. The IA refers to the existence of several possible variants, but these do not appear to be explained
further.

Option 5C: Strengthening of EU support for Member State action through non-legislative action
This option comprises a broad range of non-legislative measures at EU level to address the governance
deficits identified. Such measures, to be grouped into a European Clean Air Programme, would include
enhanced capacity building for 'local' air quality assessment and management; fostering enhanced synergies
between local and/or national air quality management and other relevant plans; broadening the toolbox
available to national and local authorities for assessing and managing air pollution and supporting best
practice exchange; fostering enhanced public awareness, participation and support for national and local
action on air pollution. This is the Commission's preferred option as a complement to option 1 (the
baseline).

Option 5D: Promotion of tighter international controls
This option includes additional EU sponsored measures to promote air pollution reductions outside the EU
aimed inter alia at promoting ratification and implementation of the Gothenburg Protocol in non EU
countries and promoting global air quality assessment and management actions.

Option 5 E: Amendment of the AAQD
This option would entail relaxing the limit values for PM and NO2 and/or granting a further extension of
the associated attainment dates.

The IA very briefly analyses each of the alternative options to the baseline, but concludes that '[t]he baseline
will ensure broad compliance with air quality standards, if the real world emissions problem for light-duty
diesels is solved by the introduction of Euro 6' (Executive Summary, p. 5). Any outstanding compliance
problems could be addressed through further Member State action to reduce local air pollution, through
restrictions on solid fuel combustion, with support for fuel-switching, and access restrictions for diesel
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vehicles to address NO2 pollution. With regard to options 5A, 5B and 5D, it considers that they would not be
sufficient to target the identified non-compliance issues within the (short) target deadline. Given that
compliance is set to improve considerably under the baseline scenario, a weakening or postponement of the
legal obligations under the AAQD (option 5E) is seen as unnecessary and counter-productive. In any case, it
would seem that option 5E clearly goes in the opposite direction to the others and should logically precede
option 5A, if it should have been retained at all as an option, which is perhaps questionable, given the long-
term strategic objective.

ii) For the 2030 objective
The baseline option for the longer term objective is the same as developed for the first one, but extended to
2030. Five further options were considered with a view to establishing a) new strategic impact reduction
objectives for the period up to 2030; b) associated emission reduction targets to meet those objectives, and c)
EU legislation to reach the objectives and share the burden of measures at EU level.  The options, which in
fact refer to specific reduction objectives, rather than to policy options as such, are numbered 6A to 6E and
are based respectively on achieving a 25, 50, 75, 100 per cent and >100 per cent gap closure for PM 2.5
between the baseline (0 per cent) and the maximum technically feasible reduction (MTFR)2 scenario. The
100 per cent goal, represents the result of applying all technically available abatement measures. The >100
per cent goal corresponds to WHO guideline values, but is not considered to be achievable by 2030 without
structural and technical changes, although it might be possible in a longer timescale and is examined only
‘indicatively’ in a Maximum  Control Effort (MCE) scenario, on the basis of a target date of 2050 (IA, p. 72).
The IA explains that the focus is on PM health impacts, because these are most damaging, and can be
monetised and so easily compared with costs. But it points out that PM controls also affect the pollutants
causing ozone, eutrophication and acidification, and thus the options will also deliver reductions in those.

The preferred option is 6C (75 per cent gap closure for PM 2.5 impacts). This is considered to offer optimal
cost-benefit advantages in terms of costs relative to the baseline and reductions in health and environmental
impacts, as well as GDP impact and other direct benefits. However, according to the IA, sensitivity analysis
suggests that this option could be further improved by adding eutrophication and ozone targets of 80 per
cent and 46 per cent gap closure respectively, delivered at an increased compliance cost of one per cent (IA,
p. 73), resulting, somewhat confusingly, in an alternative preferred option 6C*. This is assessed in more
detail in Annex 7.

Consideration is also given to the implications of changing the target year from 2030 to 2025, and in
particular the question of regret measures (i.e. that the earlier date might force the application of abatement
equipment that is retired before its normal lifetime). This could pose a risk in the UK in particular, but,
according to the IA, could be dealt with by 'appropriate flexibility' (IA, p. 62). The objectives will be
implemented by further tightening of the emission ceilings under the NECD, which, as mentioned above, is
the main implementing instrument for the policy, for the periods 2025 and 2030. The IA is at pains to point
out that this instrument allows Member State to retain full flexibility to define the appropriate source
controls (IA, p. 48). Revising the current NECD is seen as a priority, before any attempt to address the
Ambient Air Quality Directives, although at what point the latter would be addressed is not entirely clear.

Scope of the Impact Assessment
For the 2020 objective, as the IA explains, the economic and social impacts of the baseline option have been
analysed in detail as part of the ex-post review of the air quality policy framework (see Annexes 4 and 5).
The analysis of the remaining options for the 2020 objective is considerably less extensive, however. The
likelihood of new EU source legislation (option 5A) contributing to improved compliance by 2020 is
described as 'at best uncertain' and cost estimates are considered to be 'too speculative' considering the short

2 The IA points out that MTFR includes technical measures commercially available in 2012. It is not all encompassing. As
a result, 'it can be regarded as a highly conservative estimate of the scope for impact reduction' (IA, p. 50, footnote 109).
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lead time (IA, p. 45-46). Estimates are made for costs arising under options 5B and 5D, but exactly how they
are calculated is not immediately apparent. As far as option 5C is concerned, the IA estimates that around
100 million euros would be required under the new LIFE regulation in order to cover at least 30 per cent of
the non-compliance zones. Why this particular level of support is chosen, either in terms of finance, or in
terms of percentage of zones covered, is not clear. There is also reference to use of other EU funds to support
specifically targeted measures, but this is not quantified. The IA points out that 'such supporting actions will
not increase the benefits associated with option 1 [the baseline] but rather help realise them' (IA, p. 46).

The IA warns that the baseline contains a number of assumptions that are subject to uncertainties, and
highlights in particular the specific risk of any failure of the Euro 6 standards for light duty (diesel) vehicles,
which are a key factor in improving NO2 limit value compliance. Despite this, as well as the very measured
and apparently realistic terms used, the IA's conclusion that all Member States will comply by 2020, albeit
with the introduction of support measures, might nevertheless seem overly optimistic. In particular, it
appears to be based on the assumption that the infringement proceedings currently underway against 17
Member States for failing to meet PM limit values, and the further action foreseen on NO2 and NOx, will
indeed have the desired effect before the target deadline. This, together with the fact that '6 Member States
have so far failed to ratify the current Gothenburg Protocol’ (IA, p. 34), as well as the nature of the identified
drivers of some of the worst compliance problems, seems to suggest that an even stronger note of caution,
with regard to the assumptions made, might well have been justified.

For the 2030 objective, all options, except the > 100 per cent gap closure option mentioned above, appear to
have been very thoroughly and methodically assessed for their health, environmental, social, economic,
competitiveness and SME impacts. A corresponding cost-benefit analysis is then made for each in order to
identify the preferred option. The IA then goes on to examine the instruments to be used to implement that
option, again evaluating the impact in each domain in order to select the preferred approach. This exercise
resulted in the identification of emission reduction commitments for 'the six most relevant pollutants'3 to be
delivered under the NECD, which is the subject of one of the two proposed directives. The options and
related impacts of setting ceilings for the period 2025-2030 are set out in Chapter 6 and Annex 11.

The main options/sectors considered for additional EU source measures to reinforce emission reductions,
were Medium Combustion Plants (MCPs), agriculture, non-road mobile machinery and international
shipping. It is not entirely clear to the non-expert reader whether these are all to be seen on the same level,
and why MCPs alone were identified for immediate and individual attention, other than the fact that they
are not currently regulated at EU level. Issues relating to agriculture, which was identified in option 5A,
along with MCPs, as one of the hitherto largely unregulated sources which might be the subject of new EU
legislation, are addressed to some extent in the IA, but extended references to this and other key sectors
identified seem to be largely limited to the annexes. In any case, source control of MCPs is the preferred
policy option and it alone has been subject to specific impact analysis in the context of this exercise (chapter 7
and Annex 12). It is considered that it would deliver 10 to 20 per cent of the required reduction of SO2, NOx
and PM under the NECD, leaving full flexibility to the Member States for the remaining reductions.

Medium Combustion Plants (MCPs)
There is currently no EU legislation specifically addressing air emissions of polluting substances from MCPs.
The IA explains that increased biomass burning in small and medium combustion installations is already
causing a worsening of PM emissions, and the trend could worsen if biomass uptake is promoted by climate
and energy policies (IA, p. 27). The impacts have been assessed separately for each of the three groups of
capacity classes of MCPs. Two aspects were considered in designing the policy options: i) the emission level,
and ii) the approach by which plants would be regulated, in particular whether or not a permit would be
required. With regard to emission level options, six options were examined:

3 COM(2013)920, explanatory memorandum, p. 2.
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Option 1: no EU action
This option assumes continuation of current policy measures at Member State level and no further measures
for controlling emissions of SO2, NOx or PM from combustion plants <50MW in the EU.

Option 7A: 'most stringent MS'
EU wide emission limit values for SO2, NOx and PM are set for all combustion plants (new and existing) at
the level of the most stringent legislation currently applied in Member States for existing plants.

Option 7B 'LCP' (Large Combustion Plants)
EU wide emission limits values for SO2, NOx and PM are set for all combustion plants in line with the
general applicable emission limit values in the Industrial Emissions Directive (IED) for existing large
combustion plants 50-100 MW.

Option 7C 'primary NOx'
A variant of option 7B with the same emission limit values for SO2 and PM, but for NOx the limit values
would require uptake only of combustion modifications (primary measures) and not secondary (end of pipe)
measures.

Option 7D 'Gothenburg'
A variant of option 7C, differentiating between new and existing plants, ensuring alignment with the
Gothenburg Protocol provisions, incorporating a number of cost mitigation measures. This is the
Commission's preferred option.

Option 7E 'SULES'
A variant of option 7D, where emission limit values for new plants are set at the level of the most stringent
emission limit values applied by Member States.

A further set of regulatory options are also examined:

Option R1: integrated permit, similar to the IED regime (covering not only air but also water, soil waste...);
Option R2: permit, but only for emissions to air of SO2, NOx and PM;
Option R3: registration on the basis of notification (no permit). This is the preferred regulatory option;
Option R4: General Binding Rules without permit, notification or registration.

Subsidiarity / proportionality
The legislative proposals are based on Article 192(1) TFEU. The IA considers that the objectives cannot be
sufficiently achieved by the Member States alone, in particular due to the trans-boundary nature of air
pollution and also due to the fact that many of the sources which require regulating are subject to the rules
on the functioning of the internal market. It is nevertheless very open in recognising that ‘[a]ction at EU level
is not strictly necessary to regulate the remaining (non-product) sources, which can in principle be regulated
at Member State level’. However, it goes on to explain that ‘[e]valuation of the emission reductions achieved
under the NECD [has shown] that best compliance was achieved where a substantial proportion of
emissions was regulated by EU source legislation’ (IA, p. 36). It also considers that the cost-effective
combination of reductions across the EU can only be coordinated at EU level. It should also be noted, in the
context of the NECD, that particularly emphasis is placed on the flexibility allowed to Member States in
defining the appropriate source controls required in order to meet the required reductions, notably with
regard to the agricultural sector. No Reasoned Opinions have been received from national parliaments. The
deadline was 17 February 2014.
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Budgetary or public finance implications
The IA considers that the preferred option for 2020 entails no additional EU expenditure over the baseline,
except for the costs of supporting measures for national action (around 100 million euros from the LIFE
programme). It considers that Member States' costs will depend on local circumstances and can be covered
in part by improved uptake of structural funds. There does not appear to be any quantified indication of
costs per Member State.

Meeting the preferred policy objectives for 2025-2030 implies annual compliance costs of 4.8 billion euro
(including investment, operating, maintenance and administrative costs, also including MCP). The resulting
GDP impact is said to be neutral, once increased productivity is taken into account, and turns to positive
considering other related benefits. Administrative costs associated with amending the NECD include a one-
off 6.9 million euro and 2.5 million euro annual cost. All of the figures quoted here are taken from the
Executive Summary Sheet, p. 13.

According to the IA, ‘[a]n EU level pollution levy was not considered a realistic instrument to deliver the
EU-wide pollution reduction objectives’ (IA, p. 70), but there does not appear to be any explanation within
the IA report itself as to how this conclusion was reached. Taxation is nevertheless considered a potentially
useful policy instrument at Member State level.

SME test / Competitiveness
The IA devotes considerable attention to the SME and competitiveness considerations to be taken into
account in the context of the proposed measures. In the context of the 2020 targets, it recognises that ‘[l]ocal
emitters affected by measures taken at national level to reduce diesel and domestic combustion
emissions…will inevitably include some SMEs as users of light duty diesel vehicles’ (IA, p. 81), but does not
seem to provide any indication as to how this impact might be alleviated, if at all. As far as meeting the
longer term objectives is concerned, it acknowledges that some parts of some sectors, notably refineries,
chemicals, iron and steel and agriculture, 'will have difficulty in passing costs through', with the most
significantly affected sectors being agriculture and petroleum refining. However, it considers that 'in all
cases...the additional resources committed....would be below or in the order of the one per cent threshold of
Gross Value Added, indicating headroom to absorb the additional costs' (IA, p. 72). With regard to the NH3
ceiling for agriculture under the NECD, the IA considers that the required reductions can be achieved by
targeting measures on larger installations covering most of the sector capacity. It goes on to suggest that
residual impacts on small farms can be dealt with by Member States 'by exempting the smaller farms (cattle
and pig farms below the 15 Livestock Units threshold) and larger thresholds for poultry, and by earmarking
appropriate resources under the Rural Development Fund' (IA, p. 72). It is not clear if this flexibility is to be
explicitly covered in the proposed legislation, or left purely to Member States' discretion (which ultimately
might be assumed to have potential implications for competition within the internal market). In any case, the
apparently extremely low threshold mentioned for cattle and pig farms, for example, might suggest that a
large number of relatively small farms would presumably fall under the requirements. This might deserve
further examination.

At one point, the IA states that 'impacts on SMEs are considered significant only for measures in medium
combustion plants (MCP)' (IA, p. 72), although later, it recognises that ‘most SME impacts are concentrated
in MCP and agriculture’ (IA, p. 81). It does not, however, seem to suggest possible mitigation measures for
agriculture in the way that it does for MCPs, of which 75 per cent are assumed to be operated within SMEs
(IA, p. 78). The IA concludes that the impact on SMEs can vary between 0.1 to 21.07 per cent of gross
operating surplus (GOS), depending on the option chosen. In addition to the general approach of designing
options with a limited administrative impact, it refers to consideration of a series of mitigation measures to
further alleviate the economic burden on SMEs and to limit impacts on internal EU competition and
competitiveness (IA, p. 78). The preferred light regulatory approach for MCPs (options 7D and R3), is said
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already to include some such measures (e.g. registration as opposed to licensing) and is calculated to amount
to a cost per plant equivalent to 0.1 to 2.4 per cent of GOS.

Simplification and other regulatory implications
It is clear that targets for air quality can only be achieved through a multi-level approach, covering a wide
variety of sectors and activities. There are therefore numerous cross-references throughout the IA to links
with other policy areas and with individual pieces of existing legislation and the activities of specific sectors,
including agriculture, international shipping and non-road mobile machinery. The link between the various
elements making up the bodies of EU climate and energy policy and air quality policy respectively, are
clearly crucial. The Industrial Emissions Directive (IED) and the Fertilizers Regulation are cited as particular
examples of legislation under or due for review, which will be of direct relevance to the achievement of the
revised air quality targets.

Quality of data, research and analysis
The assessments made appear reasonable and to be based on very sound research, including several targeted
studies prepared by external agencies, outside experts and scientists, and extremely thorough analysis. The
methodology used4 is clearly presented and the logical reasoning behind it convincingly explained. While
explaining that there is stronger emphasis than in the past on economic analysis, in particular a more central
role for monetised benefits and costs in the comparison of options, the IA claims that it has sought to remain
broad enough to encompass also those for which a strict monetisation approach is not appropriate.
According to the IA, ‘one of the key issues raised by stakeholders was how to handle uncertainties in the
analytical assumptions’ (IA, p. 66). Sensitivity analysis has therefore been used to further fine-tune the
objectives and measures selected and to test the robustness of assumptions made. The analysis which has
been carried out to determine the level of gap closure to be achieved in the 2030 objectives, for example, has
been further refined to the point that it has been able to identify the precise point at which costs and benefits
would balance as being at 76.2 per cent gap closure (IA, p. 73, footnote 144). The extent to which the policy
objectives could be achieved on the basis of alternative future scenarios has also been examined, notably
with regard to the fixing of 2025 as target year for the revised air policy.

Stakeholder consultation
The IA consistently refers to stakeholders and their views throughout the IA, in most cases providing
detailed information on the proportion of stakeholders in favour of one or other option. One exception to
this detailed presentation concerns views on the inclusion of national methane ceilings in the NECD where
the information provided in the body of the text is a little less precise. On the one hand, it refers to 'several
stakeholders' having suggested their inclusion, and, on the other, to 'respondents...from the agricultural
sector', having expressed concern at their inclusion, while 'some' governmental bodies were in favour and
'some others' against (IA, pp. 65-66). In the preparation of the review and the IA as a whole, five stakeholder
meetings were held between June 2011 and April 2013, as well as two public consultations. Annex 2 sets out
in detail the extensive expertise and analysis used to develop the impact assessment, the consultation of
interested parties and the feedback received. Full details of the use of expertise and consultation of interested
parties appear at Annex 2.

Monitoring and evaluation
The IA presents a detailed description of existing monitoring and evaluation procedures and those to be put
in place to track progress on the objectives. The implementation of the revised Thematic Strategy on Air
Pollution will be evaluated every five years by the Commission, reporting for the first time not later than

4 GAINS (Greenhouse Gas and Air Pollution Interaction and Synergies) model, complemented by an analysis of  non-
technical measures and of a detailed, specific sectorial analysis to assess the impacts of regulating MCP).
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2020. This would be the point when the tightening of the air quality standards under the Ambient Air
Quality Directive might be considered. The implementation of the new NECD will also be evaluated every
five years and for the first time not later than 2020. The very specific targets identified in the context of the
preferred options, both with regard to reduction of individual emissions and of health and environmental
impacts, should provide precise and objective indicators for use in ex post evaluation.

Commission Impact Assessment Board
The initial opinion of the Board, issued in July 2013, was negative and called for the report to be significantly
improved on a number of important points.  A revised version was subsequently approved by the Board in
August 2013, although a number of aspects were felt to require further work. In particular, the Board
considered that there should be a clearer analytical distinction between problems relating to the
implementation of the current framework and the presumed need to revise long term policy objectives. In
particular, it called for a more comprehensive explanation of why diesel emissions remain high; why small
scale combustion and geographical conditions could not be adequately addressed by the current system or
other on-going initiatives; why tackling agricultural ammonia emissions has been so difficult to date; and
why the current interplay of national, regional and local implementation regimes leads to lower compliance
at higher compliance costs. It also asked for a critical discussion of which of the remaining gaps require EU
intervention and which can be dealt with by Member State measures. Finally, the report called for more
quantitative detail of the costs and benefits of the different options, especially for the short run period up to
2020, and for an improvement in the coherence of the information distributed between the annexes and the
main text. Not all of these points appear to have been entirely addressed in the final version of the report,
notably with regard to the quantitative analysis of the 2020 options and the distribution of information
within the text.

Coherence between the Commission's legislative proposals and IA
The two proposals for directives, covering respectively the reduction of national emissions of certain
atmospheric pollutants, and the limitation of emissions of certain pollutants from medium combustion
plants, appear to follow the recommendations expressed in the IA. The NECD proposal nevertheless
represents a compromise in that is based on a 70 per cent PM health gap closure objective by 2030, as
opposed to the more ambitious 75 per cent target foreseen in the preferred option.

Conclusions
It is difficult to do full justice in an initial appraisal of this type to such an extensive, dense and complex
impact assessment report. The overall impression is one of an extremely thorough, methodical and
painstaking analysis, which nevertheless remains cautious and realistic with regard to the completeness of
the assessments, the scope for further work and the certainty of the conclusions drawn. The door is explicitly
left open for further impact analysis in some specific areas, notably with regard to measures in the
agricultural sector (beyond the ammonia ceilings in the NECD), international shipping (NOx), and with
regard to the cost-effectiveness of further reductions in SO2 emissions (IA p. 70). Finally, despite the very
evident efforts that have been made in order to test the robustness of the assumptions made, to apply
sensitivity analysis to the scenarios identified and to fine-tune the conclusions to ensure optimal cost-benefit
balance, the IA itself acknowledges that '[t]he analysis remains subject to uncertainties and analytical
constraints that upon further consideration may broaden the range within which sound policy decisions
could be taken' (IA, p. 74). This would seem to suggest a clear recognition of room for manoeuvre – in either
direction - during the legislative process.
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This note, prepared by the Ex-Ante Impact Assessment Unit for the Committee on Environment, Public Health and Food Safety
(ENVI) of the European Parliament, analyses whether the principal criteria laid down in the Commission’s own Impact Assessment
Guidelines, as well as additional factors identified by the Parliament in its Impact Assessment Handbook, appear to be met by the IA.
It does not attempt to deal with the substance of the proposal. It is drafted for informational and background purposes to assist the
relevant parliamentary committee(s) and Members more widely in their work.

This document is also available on the internet at: www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/en/studies.html
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