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Subject:  A Clean Air Programme for Europe   -      Comments from delegati ons  

 


With a view to the WPE meeting on 24 March, delegations will find in Annex comments from Luxembourg on the abovementioned communication and proposals.
_________________________
ANNEX

LUXEMBOURG
After a first consideration of the ”air quality” package,  Luxembourg wants to submit several comments and use the possibility to address some preliminary questions to the Commission. The internal analysis is still ongoing and Luxembourg may provide additional observations in the course of the discussions. 

NECD:

· The proposal of a revised NEC directive is defining the reduction targets based on fuel sold, while the reduction targets negotiated for 2020 under the amended Gothenburg Protocol are based on fuel used. Thus, this change in methodology, on which the reduction targets are based, is significant and the dispositions in the NEC proposal are not clear enough on how this switch in methodology is being taken into account in 2020 and onwards. This point needs to be further detailed by the Commission.

· In the view of Luxembourg, the proposal for the ratification of the amendment to the Gothenburg Protocol should not be considered separately from the proposal of a revised NEC directive. 

· Concerning the reduction targets, one main assumption is that the EURO 6 norm for passenger cars will deliver the expected reduction. The IA states that EURO 6 compliance is included in the baseline because the level of emission requirements is set in the adopted legislation and that the implementing measure is based on a technical delivery mechanism. This assumption is in our understanding affected by a strong uncertainty, as it is ignoring the following two major issues: 

a)
The effectiveness of the implementing measure (impact on the real world emissions).

b)
The penetration rate of the EURO 6 standards in the fleets. 

This is of a major importance for transit countries especially very small ones as Luxembourg. Due to these uncertainties, Luxembourg has a reservation concerning the adoption of a legally binding limit. In addition, it is important to note that air pollutant inventories always include uncertainties and that the absolute level of emissions for transport in Luxembourg can therefore not be described without any uncertainty. 

· Concerning NH3 reduction potentials in agriculture, Luxembourg has strong doubts about their achievability, especially knowing that the number of animals will certainly not decline, but rather remain stable in the future. Certain technological improvements in agricultural management practices could certainly reduce ammonia emissions; however, it is not clear which management practices have been considered to be already in place in Luxembourg when applying the GAINS model, and how these practices are considered to evolve in the future. 

· Concerning, the GAINS model that is used for modeling the reduction targets, we have strong concerns that it is underestimating the current situation as reflected in our inventory, highlighted by a large difference between the reported emissions for 2005 and the emissions considered in the IA, which are deduced from the GAINS model. Considering that the current proposal for a revised NEC directive is fixing a relative reduction target, this difference is of a major importance as it might lead to wrong conclusions about the achievability of the reduction commitments. Even after the bilateral meeting with the Commission, it is still not clear how this issue should be addressed.

MCPD:
· Luxembourg shares the concerns of Belgium that questions about the practical achievability and the efficiency of the benchmark approach in the MCP directive. In the same context, we question the definition of “disproportionate costs”. 

	

	6628/14 ADD 6
	
	CM/mb
	1

	
	DG E 1A
	LIMITE
	EN


	

	6628/14 ADD 6
	
	CM/mb
	2

	
	DG E 1A
	LIMITE
	EN



