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oeat ladiös end gentlemen,

Thank you very much tor lhe Invitation to ths C|TEAIR Conierence here In the

beautiful city ol Pragus in ths heart of Europe. lt is a grgat pleasurg for me to
speäk to you as the rapponeur of the Alr Ouälity Diroctivo in tho Europoan

Parliamefi.

Alr Quality in Europe

Many rospiratory diseasos are attributabte to high tevots of air poltution,
psrticularly in densely-populated aress and conurbatlons In the EU. Alr
pollution willtherefore remain one ol lhe most lmportant publlc health
chällenges. The Commission estimates thal life expectancy in the Europsan
Union has lallen by 9 months on average du6 to air pollutlon. Although I preter
to deal more caretully with thes€ tigures, it is undisputed thät air pollution cän
be a caus8 ot pr€mature death and reduces the quality of lile of mi ions of
people in Furope every day. Apart from the negativo ettects on heatth, air
pollutlon also presents a threat to the natural environmgnt and damagss
ecosyslems throughout Europe.

Polluted ak tak6s no account ot borders, and so improving tho quality ol our
ambient air femalns a mäjor cha enge tor every city, rogion and cöuntry in
Europ€. The problem ot air pollution can onty be sotved In the long term and
In an ambnlous EU legaltramework, particutarty by stepping up croso-border
measures änd taking actions at all levels, But whatever ambitious targgts and
limit values mlght be decided in Brussels and whatovÖr actions might bö taken
6l the local levol, a good atr quality status will onty be achisvod if we
codcentrate on the sourc€-based meesur€s. Furthar instruments wlll be
needed in the Communhy in the tuture: Ctgan air in Europ€ Cän onty be



achiEvsd if the directlvos which ars in torce are transposod consistently in all
Memb€t Stales and if new EU l€gislatlv€ proposals concenlrate 0n resüicting
emissions at the sourc€ ol tho oollution.

While there is still lustiliable concern about the $at6 ot ämbiont air in Europe,
I would liko to take this opportunlty to emphasise that ah quality in Europe
has, ov€r the past d€cades, boan improved as a result ol strlngent legal
action and technical advenc6s and effons in many sectors.

Air pollution has been on€ of Eurooe's main environmental concerns since the
late 1970s. And although on the Eu level legislative action has bsen taken
rather läte - compared to lhe USA fot example. all across Europe, a number
of policies that have been madB in the past have been proven quit6

SUCCeSstul,

Environmental measures in many business sectors, such as energy, road
transport and industry lgd to an EU averagg reduction of fine parllcles ot 43%
between 1990 and 2004, according to the Jigures published by the European
Environment Agency, These three sectors contrlbutod 48oh lenercyl,2270
(road transporl) and 16% (industry) rsspectively to the total rsduction of
emissions. This is a good resul as it shows that groMh of th€ industry and
transport sectors has not led to an increas€ but rather to a significanl
decrease of omlsslons dug to tschnological modernization.

Countries suct as Germany, fte Unired Kingdom and ltaly are among tha
front runnerg as regards tlno parliclgs rgductions, Gormany alone, for
instance, manäged to reduce its emisslons by about 75% since 1990. Also in
many 0t the new Member States significant improvements have been made
and the situation in most cities in Central and Eastern Europe is by far bgtter
thEn just a decade ago,

But lel us now havo a ctoser look on th6 concrete potictes in the European
Union and compare them with the standards and aciions taken in the US.
Th€re is a preconception ln Europe that the US is always tagginq bohjnd



whon il comes to environmental protection. Whils this might be truo

somelimes, it is clearly not the case when wE discuss Air ouälity pollcles.

At th€ EU lEvel, monitorlng and information requlrements ol PMlo values were

first sgt in a Directive on air quality in 1996. This is quito lale compared to the

Unltgd Statos, whefe the Environment Proteclion Agsncy tirst issugd

standards tor particulät€ matter äs eärly as 1971 and revisod the standards

twice in 1987 and 1997, when llmit values tor PMas have been set at lhe

federal level.

In the EU a new Dlrectlve ln 1999 lntroducod limil välu6s fof the tirst Uma for

the concentration of PMro. Thus, since January 2005 the yearly average 0l

PMro has been set at 40p9/m3 and at a dally average ol50[g/m3. Overall, rhe

Directlve allowS exceeding the daily value on 35 days ol the year,

Both the EU and ths uS have been reviewjng their air quality leglslalion

recEntly. B€fore I focus on the cuarsnt dgbate and review of the l€gisletion in

the EU, I would like to sum up lhe latest developments across the Allantlcr

After several areas have not met the 1997 PMr.s yearly limit values, in
panicular in the Arnerican North-East and In Callfornla, lhe EPA $rengthenod

the air quality standards tor particle pollulion ln Septomber ?006. The revlsed
standards address two calogories ot panicls pollutioni fine pafticlas {PMz.c\,
vvhich are 2,5 mlcromelers in dlameter and smaller: and lnhalabl€ coarso
pafticles IPMß\ which ars smaller lhan 10 micromgl€rs and larger than 2.5

micromsters. The new us standards tighton the 24-hour tine particlo standard
from 65pg/ms to 35Fgh3, and retain ths ciJrrent annual fine panicb $endard

at 15Ug/m3.

The biggest surprise in the reviewed US $ndards has b€en the decision to

revoke the annual PMro limit value, du6 to a lack ol sclentiflc evidence linking

health problems to long-term exposure to coarse particle pollution,

Nevertheless the EPA has decidod to retain the exisling dally limit wlue ot
15oFg/m3.



The main concluslons that we draw lrom the approäch lhe US is taking on air
pollution are the following: 1. The USA is not to bo compaled to lh€ EU in

terms of population and traffic density, 2, Neither the standards nor the way

they measure in the US can be @mparäd with our approach, as wE tocus on

the source and in America they tocu8 on exposurc and background

concentrations. Nevenheless the exporiences they have gainsd, espocially In

taking more seriously th€ reduction of the smaller particl€s and to focus on the
long-term annual values cen be very uselul lor Europe, too.

Th€ position of th€ EP vs, the Council

Let me now come back to the currsnt dlscussion sboul the Air Quality
Directive in Europe:

Prlor to lhB June vote in the Committg€ on the Environment, Public Health

and Food Sat€ty, and again bBlore the vot€ that took ptrce in Plenary in

strasbourE in septsmber this year, all thre6 of the main groups In tho

Parliament, the EPP. PSE and th€ ALDE n€goliatod a package of
compromise amondments. The compromise can be summed up as alming for,

on the one händ, ambitious limit and target values, with, on the oth€r, groater

flexibility and consideration ot th6 difliculti€s that individual Membor States

taco with the transposition ot lhe curr€nt di/ective. Let me bdelty sketch out
the assemlal polnts ot the adopted compromlse.

I will start with PMlo. There is a targe degree of consensus in the Parliamenl

about the lack ot arnbhion inherent in allowing the 40 mjcrogram annual

averag€ value for PMro to remain unchanged atter 2010. This value 18 alroady

met in moEt European cities, The commission had already announced a more

stringent annual average value lor PMlo wlth ettec,t flom 2010, but, as thls
latest proposal makes no rgter€ncs to it, ths rhr6e big groups proposa t;at th€
limit valus tor PMlo bs r€duc€d to 33 micrograms wlth effect trom 2010.

I lind il remarkable, in view ol the criticism trom the Commisslon and the
snvironmental organlsatlons, that lhls lmportant point is continually nsglectedi
The Parliament hss votod with a big majorlty tor lower PM1D annual limil



values. As the annual limit valu€ is more rglevänt tol human heallh lt is clear

lor me that wa have nol wstsr€d down the commission's proposal,

The daily limit value for PMro, set at 50 miclograms that mäy be sxceeded at

a maxlmum of 35 days In ths year, has been crlllcised by both local

aulhoritiBs that tailed to meet the limit value and by many Members in the

European Parliam€nt, lt's a lact is that there ls no corrolation betwEsn ths

curr€nt dally and annual llmlt values In the currenl Air ouallty Dlreclive,

Moreover, $6ligure ot 35 day6 ls arbitrary. I do not wänt to put in doubt the

lmportanco ot carrying out daily m€asurements and Inlorming risk groups of

increas€d conc€ntratlons ot pollutants. Although thg short-lerm risks of PMro

cant be ignored, no sclentist has as yet claimed that lhe daily limil value ls

more relevant to public heatth than the annual vglu€. The problems cities

have with compllance with the daily limit value are very well known, and we

abandon municipalities to 'a sort ot organised helplessness." ll has been
demon$rated that compliancs with daily limit values ls completely unrolated
to any clean air measures, but rather largoly dependent on chanc€
m€teorologicäl phenomsna and ths g€ography.

The Environmefi Committeo and the three maln groups In the Parllämenl

have put foMard a proposal on the daily limit value eccordlng t0 which the

cities and municipaliti€s affected would be allowed - under certäin conditions
- lo exceod the 50 gg/m3 on 55 rather than on 35 days. As I have sald,rthe gs

days ar€ arbitrary, and not founded on any scientilic insights. Th€ 55 days aro
a6ll.ary, loo . but they take much bottor into account the pröblems th6 cnies

and regions are facing and allowlng th6 n€cessary {l€xibility,

Thsre may bo those who wlll have thelr doubts about the correlalion between
the new daily and annual limit valuos proposed by the Parllament, but nobody
can claim wilh any seriousness that we are thereby being any lsss ambitious
than the Commlsslon and the Council, lhal prefar to keep the current
standards ot 40 gg/m3 as well as the 35 days unchanged.

Lel m9 now turn to PMä., thg smsll€st panicles, which are, according to all
ths scionlific oxpens, th6 source of the gröate$ hazards to h€alth, The
propos€d r€gulation öf PM2,5 comes somehow lat€ in Europe, bul as we have



seBn, rsgulating the PM,o particles the way we do it in Europe, elso reduces

Pir2.5, as lhey are a part ot PM1o. Thal sald it makes absolute sense lo

concentrate on PM2.5 in lh€ lulurg. However, the qu€slion h6r€ is, nol if but
when we should regulate PM?,s as the data obtained in Europe on $e

smallest particles are uncenaln, Most Momber states have nol yet had

sutticient oxperi€nce with th€ monitoring and measurements of this standard

We thsrefore have agreed bolh in the Parliament änd in the Councll to
propose a two-stago rEgulation lor PM2 5, wl$, In the first instance, I target

välue will b€ s6t lrom 2010 onwards, and, with sffect trorn 2015, a legally

binding limit value is torseen. The dilterence on this point betwe€n the
Europsan Padiamenl and tho Council ls. that we have opted tor the stronger
value ot 20 mlcrogrsms; this too, is morB smbitious than what the Council and
the Commlsslon are endorsing, a target end limit value ol rssp6ctivgly 25

micrograms. An overwhelming majority in the Patliament is convinced that the

25 microgram annual äverage value as propos€d by the Commlssion ls

lacking in ambition and üat w€ should lh€r6t0t6 opt lor a more stringBnt
value.

The Commisslon also opted in lts proposaltora redudion talgel ot 20% tor

PMa,swithout undenaking eny further impad assessment. A llat 2ogo'atgel
has been rejected in the Parliament. We are persuaded that a graduated

modellhat takes into account early actions is in any case preferable.

Let me just say something about th6 mucfi d€batod Article 20 whlch alms lo
inslitute a time delay to enable the limlt values to be reacfied at a latar stage.

Just lst me point out that it was not tho EP but the Commis$ion who had tha
idea ro grant more time to meer the limf values to all those who had taken aL
the necessary moasuras but where not yet abl€ to comply, Bul ot cours€ I can
understand the Commission's criticisms ofths 5+5 rule that the Environment

Commitlee had adopted in June, We have therefore put together e new
package called '4+2 years', which represents a move towards the position

aken by the commission and the council. Both are proposing a llve-year
p€riod starting in 2005 and a 3 year psriod from the entering inlo force i
resp€Ctively.



The position taken by lhe Parliament in Plonary in September and the Political

Agroomant readred in the Council in October thi6 yser are often depicted as
'tolälly different and incompatibl€, I believ€ thls ls not lhe cas6, on both the

rnain politic€l points as well as on many technical issues the two Instnutbns

are not so far epan e8 they seem. on PM3.ö we have already agreed on the

timetable and the two-step approach ol having a target value llrst and a limit
value lat€. On A(lclo 20 wg will have to tind a compromrs€ b€twsen the lotal

ol 6 put fon'{ard by the Parllament and lhe 3 yeaß propossd by the Council
The provisions related to PMlo will surely be the meat oI the negötiälions' Th€

questlon ls 'to change or not to change the curlont llmlt values". BLlt I can

assure you that the German Presidsncy of thB counciland thÖ FläppÖrteur
are truly commined to cooperate as closoly as posslble In order to reach a

second rsading agreement next y6ar, Th€ nogotiations between the troe

institutions will lake some time, but I beli€ve that - if w€ are all willing to move
. we can reach a good agreoment before the summer.

Concluslons

Once more I would liks to reiterate that a good air quality in Europo can only

be achieved only ln the long term and only by means of actions lalgsting the
problem at the sources of pollution. lt I speak about long-lerm measures pleas

let me b6 clear that lhis is not a call for inactlon, it is rather a call for actionl
wo have to start now in r€ducing the rovels ot pollutlon by laking the rlght

msasuros that $rill have very posilivo long lerm effec,ts, brrl wo should be very
much aware that air pollulion is not a problem that can be lackled overnight.

lf we are to achleve effeclive and lasting lmprovement in air quallty, lt ls

crucial that we sstablish limit values that are both ambilious and lsgally

binding but at the same time realistic. Bu| the limft values 0n thoir own cannot

improve the quality of lhe air: that can be done only through effectiv€ action at

all levels and stringent legislation that aims to reduce the emlsslons at the
source! The reporl on thg Euro 5 and Euro 6 gmissions standard lor
passengsr c€rs will bs vot€d in Planary nsld we€k and il lookg very plomising

that we will get ä good first r€ading dgal. Euro 5 makes particlg filters
mandatory for new vehicl€s from 2009 snd Euro 6 wlll bdng down NOx



emlsslons dramatlcally lor the Diesol cars in the future. Therelor€ it is ot

utmost importanc6 thal lhe Commission comes up with funher m6asul0s as
soon as posslbl€. The msasures we esk tor ars on small combustion plants,

Euro Vl tor Heavy Vehicles and Europe'wide limit välues for ships'engines.
The rsvision of ths NEC diractive is also still pending.

To sum it up, we in th€ Parllament want to get sway trom short term,
temporary actions like closlng roads to fiatfic or pa/alyzing conslruction sltes
in the city cenlras änd tocus on $€ long-term measures. The short-term
measures sufely grab the ahentlon ol lhe media; they creete headlin€s but
are noi efleotive. I slrongly believe that the cities and r€gions concerned
should have th€ righi to chooss on lheir own if and whal measures they täke
tö reducö pollution locally, That said it is imponafi that effedivs action is

taken at the local level and that the cities feel respoösible tor thoir part, The

exchange ol best practices and experiences at the local level is c.ucial has to

D€ encouragoo.

Thank you very muchl


