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NOTICE TO MEMBERS

Subject: Petition 0884/2007 by Danuta Cesarska (Polish), on behalf of Ursynów 
Environmental Association, on the planned section of the A2 motorway through 
the Warsaw suburb of Ursynów

1. Summary of petition

The petitioner protests at the Polish authorities' plans to route the extension of the A2 
motorway, which will eventually link the Polish-German with the Polish-Belarusian border, 
through the Warsaw suburb of Ursynów. She also notes that this area of Warsaw, a junction at 
which many motorways converge, already suffers from traffic levels which put an immense 
strain on the environment. Since the competent authorities have not taken account of the 
protests by the citizens affected, the petitioner calls on the European Parliament to intervene 
to change the route of the motorway, and to ensure that EU environmental legislation is 
complied with in connection with this motorway project.

2. Admissibility

Declared admissible on 15 February 2008.   Information requested from Commission under 
Rule 192(4).

3. Commission reply, received on 18 June 2008.

The petition contains five complaints concerning the construction of new roads forming a part 
of international transport corridors in the area of Warsaw, the so-called 'Warsaw Transport 
Node'. The petitioner, on behalf of the authors of the above mentioned complaints, asks for 
joint consideration of the complaints as they all relate to the strategic planning of transport 
routes in the area of Warsaw. Thus, the petitions consist of the following complaints:
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 Complaint on behalf of 'Stowarzyszenie Sasiedzkie' on the south bypass of Warsaw on 
the section from Opacz junction to Lotnisko junction;

 Complaint on the location of the motorway A2 in Wilanow district;
 Complaint on the South bypass of Warsaw on the section from Patriotow junction to 

Lubelska junction;
 Complaint on behalf of 'Stowarzyszenie na rzecz obwodnicy' on the modernisation of the 

Armii Krajowej and Torunska routes;
 Complaint on expressroad S-8 on the section from Lazurowa Street to Prymasa 

Tysiaclecia Street.

The petitioner claims that the Polish authorities decided on the implementation of the 'city' 
option of the Warsaw Transport Node which has more adverse social and economic impact 
than the 'outside-city' option for the project. The petitioner notes that the standards for PM10 
and nitrogen dioxide concentrations are already being exceeded in the area of Warsaw and 
that the project may worsen air quality. 

The Commission does not dispose of any information about these projects. Indeed, it is the 
responsibility of the Member States to select, prepare and carry out projects in their territory 
according to the share of competences set up in the relevant Community provisions and to 
inform the Commission thereof. In accordance with Article 211 of the Treaty establishing the 
European Community, the role of the Commission is to ensure that the Member States respect 
EC law.  

On the basis of the information submitted by the petitioner, the Commission assessed each of 
the above-mentioned complaints individually regarding compliance with EC directives and 
looked,  in particular, at the cumulative impact of all the above-mentioned projects forming 
the overall concept of the 'Warsaw Transport Node'. 

Environmental Impact Assessment Directive1 (EIA Directive)

The projects referred to by the petitioner may fall under Annex I or Annex II of the EIA 
Directive and the following references are relevant:

 Annex I point 7(c) 'construction of a new road of four or more lanes, or realignment 
and/or widening of an existing road of two lanes or less so as to provide four or more 
lanes, where such new road, or realigned and/or widened section of road would be 10 km 
or more in a continuous length';

 Annex II point 10(e) 'construction of roads, harbours and port installations, including 
fishing harbours (projects not included in Annex I)'.

For projects which fall under Annex I of the directive, a mandatory EIA has to be carried out; 
while for Annex II projects, Member States have to determine, either through a case by case 
examination or according to thresholds or criteria, whether the project is to be made subject to 
                                               
1 Council Directive 85/337/EEC on the assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects on the 
environment (EIA Directive)  (OJ L 175, 5.7. 1985, p. 40) as amended by Directives 97/11/EC (OJ L 73, 
14.3.1997, p. 5) and 2003/35/EC (OJ L 156, 25.6.2003, p.17)
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an assessment because of its likely significant effects on the environment taking into account 
the relevant selection criteria set out in Annex III of the directive (so called 'screening'). If 
Member State authorities determine that the project is likely to have significant effects on the 
environment, an environmental impact assessment has to be carried out. When an EIA is 
carried out, both the direct and indirect effects of projects must be covered and the 
environmental information submitted by the developer to the competent authorities must 
include a description of the likely significant effects of the proposed project, including, when 
relevant, cumulative effects. Moreover, in the EIA procedure, consultations with the public 
and other authorities likely to be concerned by reason of their specific environmental 
responsibilities have to take place and the decision for development consent should take into 
account the outcomes of the above consultations and information provided by the developer to
the competent authorities as part of the EIA procedure. Finally, the decision to grant or refuse 
development consent has to be made available to the public.

According to the information provided by the petitioner the following three projects have 
been subject to EIAs: south bypass of Warsaw on the section from Opacz junction to Lotnisko 
junction, south bypass of Warsaw on the section from Patriotow junction to Lubelska junction 
and express road S-8 on the section from Lazurowa Street to Prymasa Tysiaclecia Street in 
Warsaw. The petitioner claims that the EIAs carried out have been based on unreliable data, 
however, no justification for his/her opinion has been provided. There is no information on 
whether the remaining two projects have undergone an EIA procedure. 

Regarding the express road S-8 on the section from Lazurowa Street to Prymasa Tysiaclecia 
Street project, the petitioner states that the technical parameters of the road were changed after 
the decision on location was granted. In Poland, the decision on location is taken after the EIA 
is completed. According to Annex II, point 13, 'any change or extension of projects listed in 
Annex I or Annex II, already authorised, executed or in the process of being executed, which 
may have significant adverse effects on the environment' should have been subject to a 
screening to determine, whether the change of technical parameters had significant adverse 
impacts on the environment. There is no any information if such a screening was carried out 
by the competent authorities. 

Air quality

The general provisions for air quality assessment and management are laid down in the 
Framework Directive, 96/62/EC1 while specific provisions on certain pollutants including 
PM10 are laid down in the first Daughter Directive, 1999/30/EC2. According to the latter 
directive, the limit values for PM10 became mandatory on 1 January 2005. The limit values for 
nitrogen dioxide will not become mandatory until 1 January 20103. 
The Commission has received official assessment data from Poland and the exceedance of 
PM10 in the Warsaw agglomeration has already been acknowledged. There are no major 
changes in the number of exceedances and average levels for 2005 and 2006. High annual 
                                               
1 OJ L 296, 21.11.1996, p. 55. Directive as amended by Regulation (EC) No 1882/2003 (OJ L 284, 31.10.2003, 
p.1).
2 OJ L 163, 29.6.1999, p. 41. Directive as amended by Commission Decision 2001/744/EC (OJ L 278, 
23.10.2001, p. 35).
3  The Community has, on 14 April 2008 adopted a new Directive on Cleaner Air for Europe (not yet published) 
which will substitute Directive 96/62 and its Daughter Directives.
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concentrations of nitrogen dioxide, well above the limit value to be achieved in 2010, have 
also been declared. The Polish authorities have prepared an air quality abatement plan and 
have sent that plan to the Commission. It is for the competent authorities in the Member State 
to decide on the measures to be included in the plan. In accordance with Articles 8 and 11 of 
Directive 96/62/EC, the Commission is informed of the implementation of the plans and 
programmes and it regularly examines the progress made, however, the Commission does not 
have the power to request that specific pollution abatement measures be taken within the 
framework of those plans.  

As regards non-compliance with PM10 limit values, the Commission requested the Member 
States concerned, in October 2007, to provide further and more detailed information as to 
which measures Member States are taking in order to achieve those limit values. 

The technical assessment of the replies to those letters is now taking place, including the reply 
from Poland which was received on 17 January 2008. The Commission will, on the basis of 
that analysis, decide what further action is needed. In that decision, account will also be taken 
of the new directive on ambient air quality and cleaner air for Europe which was due to enter 
into force in mid May. The reply by the Polish authorities includes explicit reference to the 
development of transport infrastructure including the ring road as ways to 'streamline traffic' 
and thus contribute to air quality improvement. It is, however, not specific enough to enable 
the determination of the impact, positive or negative, for the particular project in question. 

The Commission expects, in any case, that an infrastructure development of this size is 
appropriately reflected in the relevant air quality plan and that all appropriate measures be 
taken in order to comply with existing and upcoming air quality EU limit values. 

On the basis of the information provided, no breach of the EIA Directive can be identified at 
present. Should the petitioner provide detailed information enabling the Commission to assess 
the issues in relation to the above mentioned directive, the Commission would be able to 
investigate this matter.  

It is for the competent authorities of the Member States to decide which measures to apply to 
abate air pollution. The Commission regularly checks the implementation of the plans or 
programmes by examining the progress made and the trends in air pollution.

As regards the limit values laid down by Directive 1999/30/EC, the Commission notes that in 
the Warsaw agglomeration, the limit values for PM10 were exceeded in 2005 and 2006. The 
Commission is assessing the information provided by Poland in respect of the PM10
exceedances and will, on the basis of that assessment and the provisions of the new air quality 
directive, take appropriate action.

4. Further Commission reply, received on 30 January 2009.

The additional information presented by the petitioner in September 2008 refers to five 
projects forming the 'Warsaw Transport Node'. The Commission thoroughly assessed the 
information submitted and has the following comments concerning each of these projects. 

Express road S-17 (so called Eastern bypass of Warsaw) 
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The Commission established that the project was the subject of an Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) procedure in which an extensive analysis of location options was carried 
out and the key elements of the EIA procedure as required by the EIA Directive1 were 
respected. The EIA procedure was finalised by the decision on environmental conditions 
issued on 19.10.2007 by the Mazowiecki Voivode. 

Express road S-7 from junction with S-8 express road

An EIA for the S-7 expressway is currently being carried out by the Mazowiecki Voivode. 
This procedure is still on-going and there is no evidence that this will not be completed in 
accordance with the requirements of the EIA Directive.

Express road S-8 from 'Konotopa' junction with A-2 motorway to 'Powazkowska' junction 

The project has been divided into two sections: I – from 'Konotopa' junction with A-2 
motorway to 'Lazurowa' junction; and II – from 'Lazurowa' junction to 'Prymasa Tysiaclecia'
junction. The developer submitted to Mazowiecki Voivode a request for a location decision in 
respect of section I of the road on 7.1.2004 and in respect of section II on 26.8.2004. The 
development consent procedure for section I of the road was therefore initiated prior to the 
entry into force of the Environmental Impact Directive in Poland (i.e. 1 May 2004). 
Therefore, the EIA Directive does not apply in this case and no infringement can be detected 
in that respect. However, for section II of the road, the development consent procedure was
launched after entry into force of the Directive, and therefore, the Directive is fully applicable. 

The petitioner claims that the environmental report prepared prior to the location decision did
not include an assessment of location alternatives. The Commission would like to note that 
the information to be provided by the developer to the competent authorities includes 'an 
outline of the main alternatives studied by the developer and an indication of the main reasons 
for his choice, taking into account the effects on the environment'. The competent national 
authorities should take into consideration the results of the consultations and information 
gathered pursuant to Articles 5, 6 and 7 (including the outline of alternatives) in the 
development consent procedure. The Commission will contact the Polish authorities to clarify 
the information on alternative locations which was supplied and the extent to which 
information in this respect was taken into account. 

Regarding the lack of public consultations in the EIA procedure at the stage of the 
construction permit for the roads (including the S-8 express road), regulated by the special act
on roads, the Commission would like to inform the petitioner that this provision was not in 
conformity with the EIA Directive. The Commission included this element in the Reasoned 
Opinion (under Article 226 of the EC Treaty) of 27.6.2007 sent to the Republic of Poland 
concerning incorrect transposition of Directive 85/337/EEC (as amended) into Polish law, 
inter alia concerning the notion of public concerned (Article1(2)), information to the public 
(Article 6(2)), effective participation in decision-making (Article 6(4)) and access to review 

                                               
1 Council Directive 85/337/EEC on the assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects on the environment 

(EIA Directive)  (OJ L 175, 5.7. 1985, p. 40) as amended by Directives 97/11/EC (OJ L 73, 14.3.1997, p. 5) and 
2003/35/EC (OJ L 156, 25.6.2003, p.17).



PE407.974/REV.III 6/10 CM\802661EN.doc

EN

procedure (Article 10a). As a result of this infringement procedure, the Polish authorities 
prepared a new law transposing the requirements of the Directive, including the provisions 
concerning public participation. The law entered into force on 15.11.2008. 

Regarding the lack of a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) for the S-8 expressway 
within Warsaw and close to the Warsaw area, the Commission would like to note that the 
SEA Directive1 applies to plans and programmes which meet the conditions specified by 
Articles 2 and 3 of the Directive. If the S-8 expressway within Warsaw is part of a transport
plan or programme which meet the criteria of Articles 2 and 3 of the Directive, such a plan or 
programme would need to undergo an SEA. Individual projects such as the construction of 
roads fall under the EIA Directive. 

The petitioner claims that the administrative procedure for the S-8 road did not take into 
consideration the air pollution conditions in Warsaw, more specifically the exceedance of 
particulate matter (PM10) and nitrogen dioxide values. With regard to PM10, the Commission 
has received a similar complaint concerning pollution of the air with particulate matter 
(PM10) in the city of Warsaw exceeding the limit values stipulated by Annex III of Directive 
1999/30/EC2. The European Commission has issued letters requesting explanations from
Poland as regards the measures that had been taken in order to improve the situation. It should 
also be noted that a new Directive (2008/50/EC)3 regulating air quality entered into force on 
11.6.2008. The new Directive allows Member States to notify a time extensions for the 
application of some of the limit values in the Directive. Poland has expressed the will to use 
the derogation provided by the Directive and requested the derogation by letter of 31.10.2008. 
According to the Directive, the Commission has nine months to assess the notification, which 
is subject to a number of conditions, including the establishment of an air quality plan 
demonstrating how conformity with the limit values will be achieved. 

Concerning the claim of lack of consideration for air pollution from nitrogen dioxide, Annex 
II of the existing air quality Directive 1999/30/EC (and Annex XI of the new Directive) 
requires Member States to meet the limit values for nitrogen dioxide for the protection of
human healthby 1.1.2010. The European Commission cannot, therefore, undertake actions 
aimed at controlling the values set by the Directive prior to this date.

Regarding the location of monitoring points, the new Air Quality Directive (as well as the old 
Directive 1999/30/EC) set criteria for determining the minimum number of sampling points to
be operated in each zone or agglomeration (Annex V) and criteria for their placement (Annex 
III). The siting of sampling points directed at the protection of human health should be done 
in such a way as to provide data for the areas within zones and agglomerations where the 
highest concentrations occur to which the population is likely to be directly or indirectly 
exposed and the levels in other areas within zones and agglomerations, which are 
representative of the exposure of the general population. On the basis of the official data 
submitted by Poland to the Commission, the Warsaw agglomeration has six sampling points 

                                               
1 Directive 2001/42/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 June 2001 on the assessment of the effects of 

certain plans and programmes on the environment (SEA Directive) (OJ L 197, 21.7.2001, p.30).
2 Council Directive 1999/30/EC of 22 April 1999 relating to limit values for sulphur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide and oxides of 

nitrogen, particulate matter and lead in ambient air (OJ L 163, 29.6.1999, p. 41). 
3 Directive 2008/50/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 May 2008 on ambient air quality and cleaner 

air for Europe (OJ  L 152 , 11.6.2008 p.1).
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for the measurement of nitrogen dioxide NO2; eleven sampling points for the measurement of 
particulate matter PM10; and two sampling points for the measurement of PM2.5 operating. 
This number of sampling points meets the obligation laid down by the legislation which 
requires at least five sampling points for NO2 and seven sampling points for particulate 
matter (as a sum of PM10 and PM2.5) operating in agglomerations with a population of 
between 1.5 and 2 million inhabitants. In order to effectively assess the air quality through the 
territory of the zones and agglomerations, it is up to the Member States to define the 
appropriate siting of the sampling points, ensuring that at least one urban background 
monitoring station and one traffic oriented monitoring station are operated. The European 
Commission cannot identify any breach of EU legislation on the basis of the official data 
available.

Motorway A-2 within Mazowieckie Voivodeship

The petitioner states that the motorway routing from the border with Lodzkie Voivodeship to 
the 'Konotopa' junction has been divided into four sections and has been subject to four 
separate location decisions and EIA procedures. The petitioner claims that the EIA procedures 
have not taken into account the overall impact of the motorway on the environment. The 
Commission will contact the Polish authorities to investigate how the cumulative impacts on 
the motorway have been assessed. 

The 'Pre-feasibility Study for the Sustainable Development of the Warsaw Transport Node in 
connection with Pan-European Corridors I, II and VI', was co-financed from the ISPA fund 
(2000/PL/P/PA/002). There is no obligation under EC Directives to carry out an EIA or SEA 
for the study. 

Express road S-2 from 'Konotopa' junction to 'Lubelska' junction with A-2 motorway (so 
called Southern bypass of Warsaw) 

The petitioner claims that the project has been divided into 3 sections and that the decisions 
on locations of the first two sections of the road (i.e. first section: 'Konotopa' junction –
'Airport' junction and second section: 'Airport' junction – 'Pulawska' junction) have not been 
preceded by an EIA procedure. The Commission will contact the Polish authorities to 
investigate the reasons for project splitting and compliance with the EIA Directive as 
concerns Article 2 in conjunction with Article 4(1) and Articles 5 to 9. 

Conclusions 

On the basis of the information provided regarding the Eastern bypass of Warsaw and the 
express road S-7, the Commission has no reason to assume that EU legislation is not being 
correctly applied for these projects. 

Regarding the three remaining projects: A-2 motorway within Mazowieckie Voivodeship; S-8 
express road from 'Lazurowa' junction to 'Prymasa Tysiaclecia' junction; and S-2 express road 
from 'Konotopa' junction to 'Lubelska' junction, the Commission will ask the Polish 
authorities to provide additional information to be able to investigate the issues raised by the 
petitioner.
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5. Further Commission reply, received on 7 July 2009.

On 4 December 2008, the Commission sent a note to the Polish Ministry for Environment 
requesting information in relation to the compliance with the EIA Directive of the following 
projects:
 A-2 motorway within Mazowieckie Voivodeship;
 S-8 express road from 'Lazurowa' junction to 'Prymasa Tysiaclecia' junction; and 
 S-2 express road from 'Konotopa' junction to 'Lubelska' junction. 

The Commission received the reply to the above-mentioned note on 15 May 2009. The Polish 
reply is accompanied by voluminous documentation including copies of the environmental 
reports and the administrative decisions. The Commission is assessing the reply and the 
documentation, and will keep the Committee on Petitions informed of the results of the 
assessment. 

6. Further Commission reply, received on 22 January 2010.

‘The Commission assessed the reply and the documentation provided on 15 May 2009 by the 
Polish authorities concerning compliance with the EIA Directive1 of the following projects: 

 A-2 motorway within Mazowieckie Voivodeship; 
 S-8 express road from 'Lazurowa' junction to 'Prymasa Tysiaclecia' junction; and 
 S-2 express road from 'Konotopa' junction to 'Lubelska' junction.  

The conclusions of the Commission's assessment are presented below. 

A-2 motorway within Mazowieckie Voivodeship

With regard to the petitioner's claim that the route of the motorway  from the border with 
Lodzkie Voivodeship to 'Konotopa' junction has been divided into four sections and lacks an
assessment of the overall impact of the motorway on the environment, the Commission has 
not detected an infringement of the EIA Directive. From the explanations submitted by the 
Polish authorities, it appears that the motorway has been divided and subjected to four 
location decisions concerning its subsequent sections. However, although the motorway has 
been divided for technical reasons, there has been one environmental report which covered 
and assessed the impact on the environment of the whole project from Lodzkie Voivodeship 
border to 'Konotopa' junction. This environmental report has been used in the EIA procedures 
carried out prior to the issuing of each of the above-mentioned location decisions. In addition, 
the environmental report developed at the next stage of the authorisation procedure (i.e. for 
the decision on environmental conditions) also refers to the whole motorway.  

S-8 express road from 'Lazurowa' junction to 'Prymasa Tysiaclecia' junction 

Firstly, the Commission would like to point out that the location decision procedure for the 
                                               
1 Council Directive 85/337/EEC on the assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects on the 
environment (EIA Directive)  (OJ L 175, 5.7. 1985, p. 40) as amended by Directives 97/11/EC (OJ L 73, 
14.3.1997, p. 5) and 2003/35/EC (OJ L 156, 25.6.2003, p.17)
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project was initiated on 26/08/2004. As the Member States were obliged to transpose the 
amendments of Directive 2003/35/EC before 25/06/2005, the provisions of this directive are 
not applicable to this project. 

With regard to the petitioner's allegation about the lack of alternatives in the environmental 
report prepared prior to the location decision, the Commission's finding is that the 
environmental report included a reference to the earlier study prepared in 2000 ('Comparative 
technical assessment of option for Western exists of national roads no. 2 and 17 in the 
direction of Poznan'). This study analysed two road location options: option 1, continuation of 
AK route in the road corridor included in the land development for Warsaw city; option 2, 
proposed in the 'Analysis of the conditions and directions for development of Warsaw', in the 
West from Konotopa and further along the corridor of NS route. On the basis of the results of 
this study, the developer chose option 1 for development and the environmental report,
prepared for the location decision, assessed the impact of this option on the environment. As 
mentioned in our previous communication, the Commission would like to note that Art. 5(3) 
of the Directive 85/337/EEC, as amended by Directive 97/11/EC, requires the developer to 
present 'an outline of the main alternatives studied by the developer and an indication of the 
main reasons for his choice, taking into account the environmental effects'. In the view of the 
Commission, the information included in the environmental report would seem to fulfil this 
requirement i.e. there is an outline of studied alternatives and reasons for choosing the option 
1, hence no breach of the Directive's requirements can be established.  

Regarding the lack of information in the location decision on how the comments submitted 
during the public consultations were taken into account and the allegation of infringement of  
Article 8 of the Directive, the Commission has not detected any infringement on the basis of 
the documentation provided by the Polish authorities. It should be noted that Article 8 of 
Directive 85/337/EEC, as amended by Directive 97/11/EC, requires that the results of the 
consultations are taken into consideration in the development consent procedure. 
Furthermore, Article 9(1) requires that when the decision on the development consent has 
been taken, the competent authorities make available to the public, amongst others, 'the 
content of the decision and any conditions attached thereto' as well as 'the main reasons and 
considerations on which the decision is based'. Indeed, the location decision states that the 
competent authority provided for public participation and analysed the comments submitted 
during the procedure. Moreover the decision and its content have been made available to the 
public. Therefore, the requirements of Articles 8 and 9(1) of Directive 85/337/EEC, as 
amended by Directive 97/11/EC, seem to have been respected in the location decision 
procedure. 

Regarding the allegation of changing the project after the location decision, the 
documentation provided by the Polish authorities confirmed that, indeed, certain technical 
parameters of the road were changed in the project design authorised by the construction 
permit (i.e. number of lanes from 2 x 2 lanes as originally planned in the location decision to 
2 x 4 lanes on the last section of 700m before the 'Prymasa Tysiaclecia' junction in the 
construction permit). According to the information included in the environmental report 
prepared in June 2005 within the construction permit procedure, the number of lanes has been 
changed to accommodate the forecast traffic. This change did not imply any extension of the 
project border lines and, therefore, a modification of the location decision was not required. It 
is important to note that the project has been subject to the EIA procedure twice: i.e. firstly at 



PE407.974/REV.III 10/10 CM\802661EN.doc

EN

the stage of the location decision and secondly at the stage of the construction permit. The 
environmental report prepared within the construction permit procedure re-assessed the 
effects of the project on the environment and took account of the new information which 
became available during the preparation of the project design, such as the increase in the 
number of lanes in the last section of the road.  Therefore, the project as amended was subject 
to the assessment of its effects on the environment and the Commission cannot detect any
non-compliance with the Directive 85/337/EEC, as amended by Directive 97/11/EC, in this 
respect. 

Regarding the exceeding of particulate matter (PM10) and nitrogen dioxide values in Warsaw, 
the Commission would like to underline that this issue does not relate directly to the 
authorisation of the road project in question. 

S-2 express road from 'Konotopa' junction to 'Lubelska' junction  

Regarding the allegation that the project has been divided into the three sections and that the 
first two sections ('Konotopa' junction – 'Lotnisko' junction and 'Lotnisko' junction -
'Puławska' junction) have not been subject to the environmental impact assessment procedure, 
the Commission has not detected any infringement of the EIA Directive on the basis of the 
documentation provided by the Polish authorities. From the explanations sent by the Polish 
authorities, it appears that although the expressway has been divided into three parts for 
technical reasons, there has been one environmental report prepared at the stage of the 
location decision which assessed the impact of the whole expressway S-2 from the 'Konotopa' 
junction to the 'Puławska' junction.  This report has been used during each EIA procedure 
carried out at the stage of the location decision. Moreover, for the section: 'Lotnisko'-
'Puławska' as well for the section: 'Konotopa'-'Lotnisko' the EIA procedure has also been 
carried out at the stage of the environmental decision. For the section: 'Puławska'-'Lubelska,' 
the EIA procedure is still ongoing. Thus, although the project has been split into sections, 
each of them has been subject to an EIA and the cumulative effects have been considered and 
assessed. Therefore, the Commission has not found a breach of the EIA Directive. 

On the basis of the information provided by the Polish Authorities, the Commission has not 
detected any infringement of the EIA Directive with regard to the three above-mentioned road 
projects. 

Poland's notification concerning the exceedance of PM10 and NO2 values in Warsaw does not 
relate directly to the authorisation procedures for the above-mentioned projects. 


