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1. Introduction
1.1 Why does this report matter?
This implementation report on the EU's air quality policy is the second tangible result of the Regional
Hubs Network's (RegHub) efforts after its launch in January 2019 and the publication of the first
implementation report on public procurement, in the summer of 2019. It accompanies recent calls by
the European Commission's Executive Vice-president Frans Timmermans and its Vice-president Maroš
Šefčovič for a further strengthening of RegHub's work and cooperation with the European Commission.
Regions and cities are important actors in the area of air quality. The efforts of local and regional actors
are crucial for an efficient implementation of the respective policies. That is why it is of the utmost
importance for the European Union's policy makers to take into account the experience of regions and
cities and consider them for the design of future policies.
This report compiles the feedback that was gathered from regions and cities, based on the direct and
valuable experience of those who implement air qualities policies 'on the ground'. It stems from relevant
stakeholders such as public authorities, NGOs and associations. This proximity with those actually
dealing with EU legislation is the added value of the network's consultations.
1.2 How did this report come about?
The report builds on the network's three-step approach.
First, the state of play of the EU's air quality policies was extensively discussed with the network's hubs
as well as with representatives of the European Commission's DG ENV and the CoR's
ENVE Commission, during the network's second workshop in Brussels in June 2019.
Second, a draft questionnaire with input from the European Commission's DG ENV was sent to the
hubs' contact points for review. After integrating their feedback, the final questionnaire was then sent to
the regional hubs in their respective languages.
The regional hubs' contact points then provided replies to the questionnaire after contacting and
interviewing the key stakeholders involved in implementing EU air quality policies at local and regional
level. The contact points consulted over 170 stakeholders in total and the reader can find a complete list
annexed to the report.
These stakeholders were consulted because of their specific and varied experience in implementing air
quality policies. It is important to note that both private and public stakeholders have been consulted.
However, compared to the report on public procurement, the majority of stakeholders represents local
and regional administrative entities, which is due to the fact that they are the main implementers.
Third, the results of the questionnaire have been compiled into this implementation report. It should be
noted that the report does not represent the views of the Committee of the Regions (CoR) and does not
include all responses on all questions from all stakeholders, but rather a useful and relevant selection
thereof.
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1.3 Why an implementation report on air quality policy?
The two EU Ambient Air Quality (AAQ) Directives (Directives 2008/50/EC and 2004/107/EC) and the
National Emission Ceilings Directive (Directive 2016/2284) are pillars of the EU's air policy. Both
pieces of legislation have introduced a number of mechanisms and measures to the EU legal framework.
The Fitness Check of the AAQ Directives has been published by the Commission on
28 November 2019. In this regard, the RegHub implementation report can complement the
Commission's Fitness Check of the AAQ Directives and provide an early assessment of the
implementation of the NEC Directive.
From the point of view of local and regional authorities, the topic of air quality is of importance since it
has a significant impact on local and regional communities. Therefore, the experience, which the local
and regional level can provide, is crucial to account for the multi-level character of this policy area.
Based on the changes introduced by the Directives, as mentioned above, and through its past and current
analytical work on air quality policy, the CoR has identified a number of specific policy areas for which
a better understanding of the views of local and regional authorities and their stakeholders is very
welcome. To this aim, both their involvement in forums/networks/initiatives and the implementation of
the Directives were specifically targeted in the consultation on air policy and are presented in the
following sections of this report.
The RegHub analysis will also be useful to support the new CoR opinion on 'The Future of EU Clean
Air policy in the framework of the Zero-pollution ambition' that has been proposed on
21 November 2019. The Zero-pollution ambition is a new proposal of the European Commission within
the framework of the Green Deal. It includes a Zero-pollution action plan for water, air and soil.
1.4 Methodology
This survey was conducted from 26 July 2019 to 23 September 2019 and includes both multiple choice
questions and questions with open answers. Some include sub-questions, which are in some cases only
available when certain options are selected in the main question.
Please note, that in the analysis below, the full text of each main question has been included, but not that
of each sub-question.
(Original survey: https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/runner/2019RegHubConsultationAirQuality)
Although a geographical balance was taken into account when RegHub was set up, it did not constitute
a representative statistical sample of local and regional authorities (LRAs) across the EU. Consequently,
the results of this consultation should not be interpreted as statistically representative. Acknowledging
this basic element, the CoR has focused on questions that could provide qualitative answers of
significance, even if not in statistical terms.
The hubs volunteered to apply for membership of the network, and this could indicate a potential selfselection bias, with underperforming LRAs being filtered out. It should also be noted that the hubs did
not volunteer only for this specific consultation on air quality but committed themselves to take part in
all consultations of the network during its pilot phase.

2

Some general representative conclusions can however be deduced from the questionnaire responses. For
example, if an initiative is totally unknown among the hubs, it is reasonable to assume a general low
dissemination of the initiative at the local and regional level.
Some of the hubs are composed of different LRAs that, in some cases, had divergent views on certain
questions. Some of the hubs took contributions from local and regional stakeholders into account when
preparing their answers.
Please note that full quotes of the hubs' responses are not always included here, for example with extracts
referring only to specific points.
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2. Analysis
2.1 Prior question on preliminary information
The hubs were asked one question on 'preliminary information' prior to the actual survey. The answers
to this question help to understand the powers and competences of the respective LRAs in the field of
air quality.
For example, the Northern and Western Regional Assembly hub (IE)1 specifies that [i]n Ireland air
quality is managed at central government level, we contact The Environmental Protection Agency and
the Department of the Environment, we found it difficult to get engagement due to the fact that had just
completed a similar exercise for the commission. This seems to be the reason why this specific hub was
not able to provide answers to some questions.
Another problem is reported by the Thessaly hub (GR). It has consulted multiple stakeholders in its
region, but has struggled to complete the questionnaire due to a lack of power or competence in matters
of air quality, and missing information from the central administration.
The hubs answered this question with a very differentiated level of detail. Some provided minimal
information, some an extensive description of the legal provisions, and others commented on the current
institutional arrangement. For example, the West Pomerania hub (PL) notes that activities in the area of
air quality are neither coordinated nor systematic. Moreover, their key reported motivations were the
desire to use EU or national funds as well as to achieve short-term political objectives. One explanation
could lay in the low level of awareness towards the risks associated with low air quality, or a conscious
disregard thereof.
The reported powers and competences of the hubs with regard to air quality policies were very diverse.
This partly stems from the differentiated levels of devolution in the field of air quality policies across
Member States. It is not possible to easily classify these different constitutional and legal arrangements
into separate categories. Despite this, LRAs with limited powers can still play a significant role.
The Community of Valencia hub (ES) for example, describes the national and regional powers and notes
that [l]ocal authorities have limited powers in this area, although they can order and regulate certain
issues such as mobility, which can influence air quality.
The Alentejo hub (PT) states that, despite its very limited local and regional competencies, it could still
make strong commitments on certain actions as part of a voluntary approach.
Almost all the hubs specify that central government plays a crucial role in this area, due to its
responsibility for the transposition of EU Directives and/or because air quality itself is managed
centrally.

1

List of country abbreviations used: Ireland (IE), Greece (GR), Poland (PL), Spain (ES), Portugal (PT), France (FR), Belgium (BE), Croatia
(HR) , Austria (AT), Germany (DE), Liechtenstein (LI), Italy (IT), Hungary (HU), Finland (FI), Romania (RO), Czech Republic (CZ), Slovak
Republic (SK).
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In general, this divergence of arrangements and levels of decentralisation shows the importance of
improving multi-level governance by taking into account all LRAs. This is considering not only their
formal powers, but also the potential impact of their voluntary actions.
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2.2 Question 1 – Integration between air quality and Sustainable Energy and Climate
Plans
If there are municipalities in your region that participate in the Covenant of Mayors, please specify if
the Covenant Sustainable Energy and Climate Plans (SECAPs) are integrated in your regional plans
and policies in the field of air quality
The hubs have a patchy involvement
Integration of SECAPs in regional plans and
in the Covenant of Mayors initiative:
policies
7% 7%
almost half of them (46%) are either
not involved in the Covenant or did
not respond, while 54% show at least
some understanding of the initiative.
39%
39%
4% do not see any connection
between SECAPs and air quality,
and 7% mention a complete
a. SECAPs are integrated
4% 4%
integration of the two. These replies
b. SECAPs are connected
indicate a potential area of
c. SECAPs are not at the moment connected
d. We do not see any potential connection
improvement
for
Covenant
e. There is no significant involvement of municipalities
signatories, for the European
f. No answer
Commission and for the Covenant of
Mayors Office, for example to provide support on how to integrate air quality in their SECAPs.
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2.3 Question 2.1 – TAIEX Peer-to-peer use in the air policy sector
Please specify if your region has used the TAIEX Peer-to-peer tool in the air policy sector and if you are
involved in the Environmental Implementation Review

By a large majority, the hubs do not
use the TAIEX Peer-to-peer tool2 as
part of their air policy. This is a tool
that facilitates peer-to-peer learning
between environmental authorities,
and in some cases also providing cofinancing.

TAIEX peer-to-peer use for air policy
7%

18%
7%

68%

Of the five hubs using the tool, three
assess that it has very good added
a. Used
value, with the other two reporting
b. Not used but there are plans to apply it within the next year
c. Not used and no plan to use it
'good' and 'limited' added value.
d. No answer
None of the respective hubs said that
it has no added value. It can thus be
concluded that there are few users of the tool, but that those users had positive experiences.
Furthermore, the few 'no answer' responses might indicate that the tool is relatively well-known. The
Brittany hub3 (FR) explicitly points out that the absence of information on this tool explains the lack of
use by its regional stakeholders.
It is important to keep in mind that this question was aimed specifically at the air policy sector. However,
the TAIEX Peer-to-peer tool is also applicable to other policy areas. Therefore, the fact that there were
five reported users, in addition to two hubs that are planning to use it for the air quality sector, might be
a significant number in relative terms.

2
3

https://ec.europa.eu/environment/eir/p2p/index_en.htm
The Brittany hub provided its replies in different format from the standard questionnaire.
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2.4 Question 2.2 – Environmental Implementation Review (EIR)
Please specify if your region has used the TAIEX Peer-to-peer tool in the air policy sector and if you are
involved in the Environmental Implementation Review

The Environmental Implementation
Review (EIR)4 is a tool to improve
the
implementation
of
EU
environmental law and policy. It
aims to address the causes of
implementation gaps and tries to find
solutions before problems become
urgent. The EIR reports highlight the
main challenges and successes of
each Member State.

Environmental Implementation Review (EIR) use
11%

18%

11%
43%
18%
a. Contributed to the EIR in relation to air policy
b. Used the EIR report in relation to air policy
c. Both contributed to the EIR and used the EIR report in relation to air quality

The number of hubs that neither
d. None of the above
contribute to the EIR report nor use
e. No answer
it, 43%, could indicate both a lack of
role for LRAs in this area, as well as a general lack of specific challenges or successes in the air policy
sector.

4

https://ec.europa.eu/environment/eir/index_en.htm
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2.5 Question 3 – Environment Action Programme (EAP) added value in relation to air policy
Please indicate if the EU Environment Action Programme (EAP) has had any added value in relation to air
policy in your region

Since
the
mid-1970s,
EU
environment policy has been guided
by action programmes defining
priority objectives to be achieved
over a period of years. The current
programme covers the period up to
2020.

Environment Action Programme
4%

14%

29%

29%

25%
a. Very good added value

b. Good added value

c. Limited added value

d. No added value

e. No answer

As can be seen in the graph on the
left, most of the hubs consider the
Environment Action Programme
(EAP) to have added value. This is
consistent with the position of the
CoR opinion 'Towards and 8th
Environment Action Programme'5.

Sub-question: Please give suggestions for the next EAP in relation to air policy (see here an example of the
proposals of the Committee of the Regions)

Most of the hubs provide suggestions that focus on policy proposals. Some, however, also referred to
aspects relating to the EAP's methodology and implementation. Regarding the policy content of the
suggestions, the topics raised are multiple, with no given suggestion consistently seen across the
responses. The area most mentioned was transport and mobility, albeit in a non-consistent manner.
With regard to cross-cutting, execution and governance aspects, a few hubs raise issues in the area of
environmental implementation, policy integration and the connection between environment and climate
policy. Remarkably, all these elements mentioned were also included in the CoR opinion. However,
they were not consistently mentioned by all the hubs.
The Flanders hub (BE), for example, suggested multiple methodological improvements to the EAP:
 aligning the objectives with those for climate and energy.
 focusing on policies to reduce the health impact of air pollution and to reduce the impact on
biodiversity.
 focusing on further integration of the environment into transport and agriculture policies.
 the EAP should include short, medium and long-term goals, which should be measurable.
 focusing on properly implementing existing policies, enforcing them, and where necessary
taking corrective action.

5

https://cor.europa.eu/EN/our-work/Pages/OpinionTimeline.aspx?opId=CDR-1672-2018
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The heterogeneity of contributions could indicate the need for a strategic approach and a focus on better
policy integration, ensuring that all the mentioned policy areas are included in the EU's environment
policy. This need for policy integration was also a significant element of the CoR opinion and was
mentioned by five hubs.
Moreover, this heterogeneity could mirror the varied nature of environmental challenges present in
different regional communities at EU level. For example, the Brod-Posavina hub (HR), covering a
territory bordering EU candidate country Bosnia-Herzegovina, specifically raised the issue of crossborder pollution, which appears of utmost importance to them.
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2.6 Question 4 – Clean Air Forum
Please indicate your involvement in the Clean Air Forum (You may select multiple answers)

It should be noted that 14% of the
hubs participated in the first Clean
100%
Air Forum and 32% used its
80%
materials (such as policy briefs,
promotional papers and flyers).
60%
46%
Attending an international event like
40%
32%
the Clean Air Forum might not be
18%
easy for LRAs, perhaps due to
20%
14%
resource constraints, but the use of
0%
its material indicates considerable
a. Participation in the last Clean Air Forum
interest in its activities. It could
b. Use of materials
therefore be useful to assess how the
c. Not involved
d. No answer
European institutions and, in
particular the CoR, can build on this
interest in order to increase the involvement of LRAs in the Clean Air Forum in the future.
Clean Air Forum

Mr Cor Lamers, Chair of the CoR's ENVE Commission, was a speaker in the first event in Paris in
November 2017 and also in the Bratislava edition in November 2019.6

6

The second Clean Air Forum took place after the conclusion of this consultation. Therefore, responses refer to the first Clean Air Forum.
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2.7 Question 5 – Air Quality Index
Regarding the European Environment Agency Air Quality Index, please indicate whether and how it was
used: (You may select multiple answers)

The Air Quality Index7 is a tool
managed
by
the
European
Environment Agency (EEA) that
allows users to get concrete
information on air quality in their
communities. It displays real-time
data for the whole of Europe. The
EEA claims that users can thereby
gain new insights into the air quality
of individual countries, regions and
cities.

EEA Air Quality Index
100%

43%

50%
29%

29%
18%

21%
4%

0%
a. Used for analysis
b. Used for information/ communication campaigns for citizens
c. Other use
d. Not used but we plan to use it
e. Not used
f. No answer

The answers to this question indicate
significant use of the tool.
Approximately two thirds of the hubs have used it in some way or plan to use it. When respondents
replied to the question with 'plan to use it', they could additionally specify the timeframe envisaged.
The International Lake Constance Conference hub (AT, DE and LI) selected this option as a
'compromise answer' to indicate that two of their members already use the Air Quality Index and two
do not. The remaining five hubs that selected the option provided some details on their plans to use the
index, two of which specified that they will start by 2020. The Piedmont hub (IT), for example, indicated
a plan for integrated use, combining the European Environment Agency's index with a regional air
quality index.
In conclusion, there seems to be no standard form of engagement with the index. A significant share of
hubs indicates 'other use' (29%) among the possible choices, some of whom indicated a use in relation
to regional indices. This could also arguably apply if respondents chose the option 'used for analysis'. It
could be the case that this was selected in order to be able to provide details in the comments section.
Considering the significant percentage of use/plan to use answers, it can be stated that the Air Quality
Index is of interest to the hubs and is frequently related with the local and regional dimension of
assessing air quality.

7

https://www.eea.europa.eu/themes/air/air-quality-index/index
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2.8 Question 6 – Regional Contribution to the ongoing Fitness Check on the Ambient Air
Quality (AAQ) Directives8
There is an ongoing Fitness Check on the AAQ Directives. Has your region contributed to this fitness check?

The European Commission's fitness
check evaluates the relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency, coherence
and EU added value of the AAQ
Directives.

Contribution to the Fitness Check

43%

57%

All respondents that took part in the
consultation answered the question
about their contributions to the
national fitness check of the two
Ambient Air Quality (AAQ)
Directives.

As can be seen in the graph, more
than half of the hubs answer that
their LRAs have made contributions to the Fitness Check. Even though overall the participation of LRAs
is significant, the divide in participation practices indicated here implies a systemic problem: there is a
considerable discrepancy between those Member States asking their LRAs to contribute (Italy, Spain,
etc.) and those where LRAs are not being consulted on implementation reviews (Hungary, Croatia, etc.).
a. Yes

b. No

Hence, the contribution of LRAs to the Fitness Check on Ambient Air Quality depends on the choice
made by Member States to either consult subnational governments or not. LRAs arguably are in a good
position to provide useful and experienced input on air quality policies, and particularly so when they
have powers and responsibilities in that area. Consequently, the involvement of LRAs in the Fitness
Check could be improved.

8

By the time this report was drafted, the Fitness Check had been finished.
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Sub-question: Do you think that contributions from your Member State reflect the needs of local and
regional authorities?
Regarding the adequacy of the
integration of LRAs needs into
national contributions to the Fitness
Check,
the
regional
hubs
consultation has shown yet another
trend: more than half of the
respondents
said
that
the
contribution from their Member
States reflects or partially reflects the
needs of LRAs. That is, when LRAs
are asked to contribute, most of them
feel listened to by their Member
State.

Reflection of LRA needs in national contributions
18%
39%

36%
7%

a. Yes

b. Partially

c. No

d. Not aware of the contributions

Nevertheless, almost 40% of respondents are not aware of their country's contributions. This underlines
the need for Member States to communicate more with their constituents, competent subnational
authorities and with LRAs in particular.
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2.9 Question 7 – LRAs' assigned responsibilities in relation to air quality assessment
Has your member state assigned responsibilities to local and regional authorities in relation to air quality
assessments under Art.3 of Directive 2008/50/EC on Ambient Air Quality and Cleaner Air for Europe?

Article 3 of the Directive requires Member States to designate responsibility for different functions at
appropriate levels to competent authorities and bodies, including the assessment of ambient air quality.
A large majority of hubs (79%) answers that LRAs have been assigned responsibilities for air quality
assessments by their Member States under Article 3 of the Directive 2008/50/EC9. Hence, these LRAs
are responsible for the assessment of ambient air quality, the corresponding measurement systems and
the analysis of methods of assessment. This figure implies that most Members States rely on LRAs to
assess air quality.
However, when asked in a subquestion whether the resources
provided to them for assessments
were adequate, most hubs state that
this is not the case. As can be seen
from the graph on the right, only 18%
of the respondents think they have
sufficient resources available for the
new responsibilities under Article 3.
The great majority answered that
LRAs have not been, or have only
partially been, provided with
adequate resources to deal with the
new responsibilities.

Adequacy of resources (air quality assessments)
5%

18%

36%

41%
a. Yes
b. Partially
c. No
d. The responsibilities replaced equivalent existing work

Almost all respondents that commented on this issue indicate that, due to the financial autonomy of
LRAs, they have to draw required resources for air quality assessments from their own budget. Countries
such as France or Finland have established specific regional authorities that are in charge of monitoring
air quality assessment. For example, according to the Hauts-de-France hub (FR), such authorities in
France are called 'Associations Agréées de Surveillance de la Qualité de l'Air' (AASQA) and are
federated under the association 'AtMO', which represents them at the national level. The hub also
explains that regional authorities finance these assessments. According to the Helsinki-Uusimaa hub
(FI), Helsinki Region Environmental Services Authority (HSY) is appointed by law to monitor air
quality within the Helsinki Capital region (cities of Helsinki, Vantaa, Espoo and Kauniainen). HSY is
fully financed by these municipalities. However, HSY is also contracted by the Centre for Economic
Development, Transport and the Environment – the authority in charge of monitoring air quality in other
parts of the region – to also monitor air quality in the other 22 municipalities in the Helsinki-Uusimaa
region. This service is directly financed by the municipalities. To conclude, these air quality assessments
in both regions involve local or regional funding.

9

On ambient air quality and cleaner Europe.
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According to Article 3 of the Directive 2008/50/EC, Member States should provide adequate resources
to sub-authorities when responsibilities for air quality assessment are transferred. The present survey
indicates that this is not being achieved in many cases under current arrangements between Member
States and subnational levels of government. This is something that the EU institutions should consider
accordingly when assessing and reviewing the Directive. Another issue, which was pointed out by the
Brittany hub (FR), is that not all air pollutants are monitored when assessing air quality. This was
mentioned in the context of the Rouen industrial disaster (Febrizol fire), where, according to the regional
AAQSA (AtMO Normandy) monitoring data indicated good air quality.
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2.10 Question 8 – Measures under the AAQ Directives, especially the air quality plans
Regarding the measures under Articles 17, 19, 23, 24 and 25 of Directive 2008/50/EC on ambient air
quality and cleaner air for Europe (especially relating to air quality plans), please indicate if the
resources available to local and regional authorities correspond to the responsibilities they have been
allocated to implement this Directive
The above-mentioned Articles of the Directive include multiple requirements such as: measures to reach
targets and objectives; measures in case of alert thresholds being exceeded; air quality plans; short-term
plans; and cooperation on transboundary pollution. Such requirements might imply responsibilities for
local and regional authorities. This question aims to assess if the resources allocated to LRAs are
adequate to accomplish the requirements of the Directive.
Generally, it seems that hubs are not
fully satisfied with regard to the level
of resources for the implementation
of the Directive at the local and
regional level.

Adequacy of resources (AAQ measures)
4%

14%

When answering the question with
36%
'no' or 'partially' adequate resources,
a. Yes
respondents were required to provide
46%
b. Partially
further details on their answer. The
comments provided are relatively
c. No
heterogeneous and referred to a
d. The responsibilities replaced equivalent existing
variety of issues, including:
work
transboundary pollution originating
from non-EU countries; the need for both more resources and more competences at the LRA level; the
allocation of tasks to different departments; and the need for additional resources due to exceeded limits.
One recurrent problem appears to be that of an imperfect allocation of resources between the different
levels of government.
The fact that all respondents replied to this question implies a significant level of interest for this aspect
of implementation.
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Sub-question: Please provide information on the air quality effects of policies and measures to
implement the Directives, in particular in relation to the measures listed above:
The overall results seem to be
significantly positive, with very few
hubs indicating that the measures
4%
18%
have no added value, and
7%
approximately 60% indicating that
there is 'good' or 'very good' added
32%
value.
Responses to the open sub-question
39%
are
again
significantly
heterogeneous, not only focusing on
a. Very good added value
b. Good added value
the results (good or bad), but also on
c. Limited added value
d. No added value
other aspects. One topic that seems
e. No answer
to be slightly more prevalent among
the responses is the scale of
intervention; some respondents were concerned that air quality cannot be fully tackled by one LRA
alone and might therefore require cooperation arrangements with other LRAs. Moreover, a LRA might
not even have the tools or powers necessary to implement an intervention. However, replies on this
aspect were limited in number. One example is the Catalonia hub (ES) explaining that, [i]n general, the
problem is that the plans are drawn up by the environmental administration; this administration does
not have the power to implement most of the measures.
The Ialomita/Harghita hub (RO) could not assess the added value since an air quality plan is yet to be
approved in the area and thus measures have not yet been implemented.
Added value (AAQ measures)
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2.11 Question 9 – Approach of the Member States for LRAs that perform positively in
relation to air quality
Please indicate the approach of your member state for local and regional authorities that perform positively
in relation to air quality (with zones where the standards of the Ambient Air Quality Directives, such as limit
and target values, are not exceeded) (You may select multiple answers)

In order to complement a directive and ensure its implementation at the national level, performancebased incentives can be an effective means for the delegating level (Member States). The large majority
of Member States do not provide incentives or other forms of recognition for positive performance of
LRAs with regard to air quality policies.
Approach to performance-based incentives
100%

77%

80%
60%
40%
20%

7%

13%

3%

0%
a. Material incentives are provided
b. Recognition is given (for example via awards)
c. No incentives or recognition
d. No answer

The suggestions received from to the
open question include both ideas for
financial and material support as
well as ideas for recognition and
awareness-raising. Proposals for
financial or material incentives were
both general and specific.
Umbria10 (IT) remarked that funding
is provided only in emergencies but
that it should also be provided to
disseminate best practices. Such
dissemination
of
information
outlining good results achieved by

responsible entities was also proposed by other respondents.
Regarding the practical considerations around the methodology of incentives, the Ialomita/Harghita
hub (RO) noted that good results might derive from the starting conditions of a specific area, referring
to the example of an area having a low level of air pollution driven predominantly by its lack of
development.
This argument could be used to support the idea that relative improvements and not simply absolute
results should be taken into account.
The Hauts-de-France hub (FR) raises the issue of priority, arguing that there are not enough resources
to help underperforming communities. As such, incentivising over performing communities should not
be a priority. Moreover, the hub points out that no community manages to achieve all the air quality
objectives at once.

10

Umbria (IT) and Veneto (IT) are members of the same hub, but they provided separate answers to all questions, consequently they were
counted separately in this consultation.
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Concerning recognition mechanisms, a number of ideas were suggested, such as activities or cooperation
with the media. One more frequently mentioned idea was the creation of an award given to entities with
the highest air quality.

In this regard, the Mazovia hub (PL) makes some suggestions to be given consideration:
• granting a promotional label to municipalities with the highest air quality,
• financial support for municipalities with the highest air quality/greatest positive changes in this
area,
• implementing the Clean Air 2019 programme,
• subsidies for replacing furnaces, residential insulation, solar collectors,
• promotional activities in schools, competitions.
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2.12 Question 10 – Transboundary pollution
Please clarify if your member state has specific provisions for local or regional authorities that are subject
to a high amount of transboundary air pollution from nearby areas. This can refer to local, regional or
national borders

Approximately half of the hubs
state that transboundary air
pollution is taken into account in
some
form
when
the
performance of air quality
policies is assessed. Despite this,
only 7% indicate that areas
severely affected by such
transboundary air pollution
receive support.
Given that air quality is one of
the
most
important
environmental challenges, this is
an issue worth considering, and
one entailing a need for crossborder action.

Transboundary pollution
14%
7%

36%

43%
Performance is assessed...

a. ...mainly on local air quality measurements
b. ...taking into account possible nearby sources of pollution, but there is no
practical consequence
c. ...taking into account possible nearby sources of transboundary pollution, and
the areas badly affected by transboundary pollution receive support
d. No answer

Sub-question: In case of transboundary pollution, please indicate the level of borders involved. (You
may select multiple answers)
The responses to this question show that around two thirds of the hubs are concerned about regional and
national cross-border pollution. Only a few indicate local government level (municipal,
county/provincial) border. However, this is most likely due to the fact that almost all hubs are made up
of regional level communities11 and thus their considerations are likely to focus more on this level.
Five hubs refer to air pollution crossing external EU borders. This is especially significant given that the
number of hubs close to external EU borders is relatively small.
The AAQ Directives include provisions for cooperation in case of national or EU cross-border pollution.
A sub-question asked about the added value of such cooperation. From the answers to this sub-question
it appears that, in eight cases, the measures have not been applied. Furthermore, in the nine cases of
application, none of the hubs sees 'very good' added value, with only one hub reporting 'good added'
value, five hubs reporting 'limited' added value and three hubs seeing no added value at all. These
answers point to a generally negative evaluation, indicating that the Directives' provisions, when
applied, do not often see the desired benefits of alleviating transboundary air pollution being realised.

11

Please note that the current implementation report is a revised version of the first version published on December 2019. In this paragraph,
"LRAs" has been replaced by "regional level communities".
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2.13 Question 11 – Main challenges & suggestions for improvement of the
implementation of Air Ambient Quality Directives
Please indicate the main challenges for local and regional governments in implementing the Ambient
Air Quality Directives (including on topics not listed above) and your suggestions for improvement.
Please specify if responsibilities are well allocated to different levels of government.
This question allowed only open answers so a summary of the replies is more complex than for multiple
choices questions. The full texts of these answers will be available for future CoR work on air quality.
In terms of specific policies, the hubs proposed different actions in various policy areas. Agriculture,
heating and building issues were mentioned by a few hubs, and biomass and energy were mentioned
only rarely.
The most frequently mentioned policy area is transport, put forward by 11 hubs in various forms. This
policy area should be understood in a wide sense, covering multiple aspects and proposals such as: fuel
issues, infrastructure, urban traffic and mobility, environmentally friendly transport systems and
connected recharging points, free transportation, urban tolls, public transport vehicle modernisation,
emission limits for vehicles, limited traffic or one-way traffic zones, sound zoning policies, transport
requirements reductions, and a reduction of individual transport in the modal split.
The response of the Autonomous Province of Bolzano/Bozen - South Tyrol hub (IT) was particularly
articulate and touches on transport policy, stating that, during the so-called 'diesel gate' scandal, the
automotive industry exploited a weak point of EU legislation, resulting in lower reductions of emissions.
The hub argues, that, in order to comply with EU legislation, LRAs are now the first to take up unpopular
measures, despite not being sufficiently supported at the national level, and in particular by legislation.
Concerning aspects related to crosscutting, execution and governance, multiple issues were raised.
Approximately one third of the hubs raised issues relating to the system of measurement.
For example, the Austrian Länder hub (AT) noted that [t]here is a lack of uniform rules at EU and
national level on how to take measurements to ensure that they are comparable. Some Member States
and provinces measure more rigorously than others, and there is therefore no real comparability. As
exceeding limit values results in new measures, there is a risk that the measurements may be kept
artificially low.
Most of these responses on methodology concerned governance and cooperation issues, and a few hubs
point out the need for cross-sector cooperation. The Brandenburg hub (DE), for example, indicates that
[a]t Land level, traffic (in particular road traffic) is deemed to be the main source of air pollution:
[m]easures to improve air quality are only successful if individual motorised transport is reduced in the
areas most affected and the use of environmentally friendly transport systems is stepped up. To this
end, it proposes integrated planning and corresponding financial incentives.
Multiple hubs raised issues relating to multi-level governance, such as the lack of powers or resources
at certain levels of government, the need for national/EU/international action to complement the work
at regional and local level, the need to properly allocate responsibilities for these policies, and the
cooperation between regional and local level. For example, the Community of Madrid hub (ES) pointed
out that the main problems with air quality arise in the City of Madrid and that the implementation of
short-term measures taken by that municipality may affect neighbouring municipalities. The
effectiveness of these measures, it notes, may depend on how these municipalities respond. Therefore,
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they consider it necessary to develop coordination between different levels of government holding
powers in the area of air quality.
Moreover, cross-border cooperation as a topic, was raised multiple times and is also strongly connected
with general EU and international action. The EGTC TRITIA hub (CZ, PL and SK), perhaps due to the
cross-border nature of its geography, focuses in its contribution on proposals to provide joint (i.e. Agreed
at national, regional and local level) resources on both sides of the Czech and Polish as well as the
Polish and Slovak border with EU financial support.
Multiple hubs also raised the issue of cooperation between different communities to implement policies.
Veneto (IT), for example, pointed out the need for both sub and supra-regional coordination, stating:
[s]ince it has been highlighted on several occasions that overcoming the air pollution problem in the
Po Basin requires policies to be implemented over a wider area than the region, the main challenges
are to ensure proper coordination at sub and supra-regional levels and to ensure that joint, sufficiently
funded recovery actions are put in place.
Other aspects were raised only by a few hubs, including population involvement, secondary pollution
sources, connections between plans and effects and other more specific proposals.
In general, the answers to this question seem to point to the need to analyse environmental policy through
the lens of multi-level governance, thereby ensuring that the correct competencies and resources are
assigned to the appropriate level. Moreover, the concept of both vertical and horizontal cooperation
(including a cross-border dimension) seems to be of significance to LRAs. This is because the related
policy choices cut across both policy areas, as well as across different levels of government.
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2.14 Question 12 – LRAs' role concerning National Air Pollution Control Programme
Please indicate the role of local and regional authorities in your member state concerning the National Air
Pollution Control Programme under Article 6 of the NEC Directive

Under Article 6 of the NEC
Directive, every Member State shall
adopt and implement a National Air
Pollution Control Program.

National Air Pollution Control Programme
3%
18%

More than 75% of the hubs indicate
that LRAs have contributed to the
national programme or at least have
been consulted regarding it.

29%

50%

The fact that a strong majority of
local and regional authorities have
a. Contribution to the programme
b. Consultation on the programme
been consulted and able to contribute
c. No role
d. No answer
to the development of the national
programs in their respective Member
States is a positive sign. This indicates more attention being given to the expertise of local and regional
authorities in the process of setting up comprehensive programs.
It remains to be determined, however, the extent to which the consultations (50%) have been taken into
account for national programming.
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2.15 Question 13 – Effects on air quality of policies and measures that implement Article
6 of the NEC Directive
Please provide information on the air quality effects of policies and measures put in place to respond to the
NEC Directive (under Art. 6 and Annex III Part 1.1 (iii) of the NEC Directive)

Member States had to adopt policies
and measures to implement their
national air pollution control
programme as stated in Article 6 of
the NEC Directive. A large majority
(89 %) of the respondents believes
that such measures have added value
for the implementation procedures.

Added value (measures Art. 6 NEC Directive)

7%

a. Very good added value

4%

7%

b. Good added value
c. Limited added value

39%

One of the issues raised by the
respondents relates to timing.
e. No answer
Although the Directive was revised
at the end of December 2016, the
replies indicate that some Member
States have only recently or not yet fully, implemented the changes (e.g. Hungary, Poland or Italy). As
such, it is hard to evaluate this piece of EU legislation. Furthermore, according to the hubs that
responded, the benefits are not the same across all sectors. The added value in terms of industrial air
pollution or for the agricultural sector, for example, can indeed be 'good' under the condition that
Member States effectively implement the Directive. The respondents highlighted that the most concrete
measures are those that are the most receptive to and respond best to the requirements of the NEC
Directive.
d. No added value

43%
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2.16 Question 14 – Role of LRAs on collection of information about Large Point Sources
of Pollution and gridded data of emissions12
Please indicate the role of local and regional authorities in your member state in relation
to providing/refining information about Large Point Sources of Pollution and gridded data of emissions
(under Art. 8.5 and Annex 1 Table C of the NEC Directive)

Under Article 8.5 and Annex 1 – Table C of the NEC Directive, Member States must prepare and update
their national inventories on Large Point Sources and gridded data of emissions.
Only 14% of respondents answered
that LRAs have been 'strongly'
involved in the collection of
emission data. The majority feel that
these authorities have been involved
in a limited capacity only. Over one
third answered that LRAs are not
involved in data collection at all.

Emission data collection

14%
36%

50%

A sub-question asked those hubs
involved in emission data collection
whether they have been provided
with adequate resources to deal with
a. Strong involvement
b. Limited involvement
the new responsibilities emanating
from collecting data from Large Point Sources and gridded data of emissions.

c. No involvement

Judging from the answers to that question, it can be concluded that the resources required to deal with
such responsibilities, are largely inadequate. Approximately one quarter of respondents indicated that
they do not have any resources, and around 50% noted that the resources they are provided with are
inadequate.
The International Lake Constance Conference hub (AT, DE and LI) explicitly mentions that the resulting
effects on air pollution of such action will offset the additional funding needed. Therefore, additional
funding provided by Member States would be useful. It seems that this also matters to other hubs with
inadequate resources to deal with the new responsibilities assigned to them.

12

Article (8) 5 and Annex 1 Table C of the NEC
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2.17 Question 15 – Involvement and resources of LRAs in monitoring air pollution
impacts on ecosystem/linkages with others environmental monitoring
Please indicate the level of involvement of local and regional authorities in monitoring the impact on
ecosystems under Art.9 of the NEC Directive and linkages that can be made with other local / regional
environmental monitoring

Involvement (monitoring Art. 9 NEC Directive)
4%

11%

29%

Every Member State has the
obligation to ensure the negative
impacts of air pollution on
ecosystems are monitored under
Article 9 of the NEC Directive.
As can be seen in the graph, a
majority of respondents stated that
LRA
involvement
in
such
monitoring is limited.

57%

As stated – for example, by Umbria
a. Strong involvement
b. Limited involvement
(IT) – these results must be
considered in light of the fact that
c. No involvement
d. No answer
this task may be new for the regions.
Moreover, it may well be that another body, for example at the national level, has been set up to fulfil
such monitoring tasks. This was the case for the Helsinki-Uusimaa (FI), Community of Valencia (ES)
and Emilia-Romagna (IT) hubs.
In order to ensure such monitoring of the negative impacts of air pollution upon ecosystems, only the
Alentejo hub (PT) feels that it has been provided with adequate resources to deal with the new
responsibilities. Other respondents involved in monitoring tasks state that there are either insufficient or
no new resources for LRAs to deal with the associated new responsibilities.
Another frequently referred-to issue is the linkage between the NEC Directive's monitoring provisions
and subnational environmental monitoring (under European and International Law). For each of the
Directives on Ambient Air Quality (2008/50/EC), on Water framework (2000/60/EC) and on Habitats
(92/43/EEC) as well as the Convention on Transboundary Air Pollution, respondents pointed out that
there is a lack of coordination and only 'limited' added value from current coordination. This finding
underlines the need to increase the coordination in monitoring programmes in order to produce better
results.
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Added value from coordination
30
25
20
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10
5
0

Ambient Air Quality

Water Framework

Habitats

Transboundary Air Pollution

a. Very good added value

b. Good added value

c. Limited added value

d. No added value

e. Insufficient coordination

f. Not applicable
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2.18 Question 16 – Infringement procedures and LRAs
Please describe the situation concerning infringement procedures in relation to local and regional
authorities in your member state. In case of infringement (…) (You may select multiple answers)

Under Article 260 TFEU13, a Member State that does not fulfil its obligation can be liable for the
payment of a fine. The incorrect implementation or application of the NEC Directive can lead to such a
fine for Member States concerned.
Ten hubs say that the fine from the infringement procedure is national and does not take into account
any territorial elements. For more than half of the respondents, however, the fine was collected taking
into account such territorial aspects. In this case, following the division of competences, local and
regional authorities must contribute to the payment of the fine. If they do not, this would result in a
reduction of funding. A large majority of those hubs indicates that this territorial contribution takes into
account the performance of LRAs in order to incentivise them to comply with the provisions of the NEC
Directive.
Territoriality of fines related to infringement procedures
0

2

4

6

8

10

12

a. ...only the national level.
b. ...a territorial element. There are different contributions by
tax payers depending on their location
c. ...a territorial element. There is an obligation for LRAs to
contribute to the payment of the fine and/or there is a…
d. ...a territorial element of another kind
e. No answer

In the proceeding open-answer part of the question, further aspects of the infringement procedures were
reported. In order to link accountability and the payment of fines, several Member States have set up
criteria to determine liability in the event of failure (through ministerial decree in Italy, for example),
which they draw from on a case-by-case basis. Consequently, when cases of implementation failure
regarding air policy provisions are assessed, LRAs are only required to pay for the part of noncompliance (pollution) for which they are responsible. This is particularly prominent in those cases
where the sources of pollution exceed the local authorities' reach and control.
It should be noted here that the hubs were given the possibility to choose multiple answers to this
question. This was because the distribution of the fine payment across subnational authorities and the
Member States often takes into account several factors.

13

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A12012E%2FTXT
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2.19 Question 17 – Funds related to air quality and air policy in general
Please indicate your experience with use of EU funding to support air quality

Under Article 7 of the NEC Directive, the European Commission shall endeavour to facilitate access to
existing Union funds to support its implementation. Funds listed were the Framework Program for
Research and Innovation and the European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF), as well as
instruments funding environment and climate action, such as the LIFE programme.
ESIF encompasses the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), the European Social Fund
(ESF), the Cohesion Fund (CF), the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) and
the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF).
The overall trend shows that hubs predominantly identified three funds that have contributed adequately
to the implementation of air policies:
 ERDF, which finances regional and urban development, was listed by almost 80% of the
respondents.
 Instruments for the funding of environment and climate action such as LIFE were listed by more
than half of the respondents.
 More than 40% of respondents identified the EAFRD as one contributing to the measures under
the NEC Directive.
Funds contributing to air quality measures
0
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15

20

25

a. Research and Innovation
b. ERDF
c. ESF
d. CF
e. EAFRD
f. EMFF
g. LIFE
h. Other
i. No answer

The other funds (ESF, CF and EMFF) have been identified by a smaller number of respondents. LRAs
seem to barely use these funds in the implementation of air quality measures.
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Use of funds
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d. CF

e. EAFRD

f. EMFF
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g. LIFE

h. Others

b) Other, wider objectives that benefir air quality to a lesser extent

Concerning the specific use of instruments and funds precisely to benefit air quality, this graph shows
that 'instruments for the funding of environment and climate action such as LIFE programme' was the
only mentioned by a significant number of hubs.
Other funds, such as the ERDF and EAFRD, which are mainly used by LRAs to implement measures
related to air quality, are also serving other or wider objectives that benefit air quality to a lesser extent.
The interpretation of the replies to the question about the contribution of funds to air quality is somewhat
difficult. Some funds show lower results for contributing to air policy in general than for the
implementation of air quality measures, despite the fact that the latter is generally subsumed by the
former. This could perhaps have stemmed from the wording in the question and a consequential
misreading of it by some respondents. Another explanation could be that some hubs have a specific
person in charge of air quality in their service, who is not responsible for air policy in general. In this
case, if this person answered the survey, they may have answered with respect to their specific remit
rather than the wider question of general air policy.
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2.20 Question 18 – Main implementation challenges and suggestions for the future of EU
policy on air quality, from the point of view of local and regional authorities
Please indicate the main implementation challenges, and your suggestions for the future of EU policy on air
quality, from the point of view of local and regional authorities

This question allowed only open answers so, again, a summary of the replies is more complex than for
multiple choices questions. The full texts of these answers will be available for future CoR work on air
quality.
A recurrent element for approximately one third of the hubs is the importance of health, which in some
cases was connected to the need to follow the World Health Organisation (WHO) targets. This element
is of significant interest for the CoR since it was one of the main points of the CoR opinion 'Towards an
8th Environment Action Programme'.
The North-Rhine Westphalia hub (DE), for example, argues that the alignment of EU standards with
WHO benchmarks and recommendations is called for as a key objective of clean air policy.
The Dutch Provinces14 and Tilburg hub (NL), for example, focuses its contribution on health aspects. It
states that [h]ealth should be the starting point for European and national air policy. Conditions for
achieving healthy air are:
• Working towards strengthened European standards, consistent with WHO recommended values
• Strong multi-level governance
• Source-based measures are conditions for achieving healthy air throughout the Province of
Utrecht.
In terms of policy areas, following the trend of previous responses, the area most frequently cited was
transport, with almost half of the hubs mentioning it in some form or another. References to transport
were broad and included car standards (legislative changes), mobility in general, roads and the ‘diesel
gate’ scandal. An example is the Kosiče hub (SK) that points out different areas for action, such as:
purchasing buses and trams, changing fuel types, cycling, cycle paths.
Multiple hubs mentioned heating and bioenergy related issues. Agriculture was only mentioned in three
responses.
Some hubs raised the issue of cross-sector cooperation. This included a few references to climate
change, such as conflicts between air quality and greenhouse gas goals, and the importance of taking its
impact into consideration within air policy.
The fact that the CoR ENVE Commission is responsible for both environment and climate policies puts
it in a good position to comprehensively analyse the connections between the two.
One example is a remark made by the Friuli Venezia Giulia hub (IT), pointing out that [g]reater
synergies between different productive sectors are also needed. Furthermore, they provide a specific
local example: [a]n example of this is the pollution generated by the engines of ships that dock in the

14

Gelderland, Zuid-Holland, Overijssel and Limburg
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ports adjacent to the cities: in these cases, electrification of the docks would result in a considerable
reduction in air pollution.
Concerning crosscutting, execution, and governance-related aspects, multiple hubs mention the need for
better monitoring systems and research. In two cases, those of the Hauts-de-France hub (FR) and the
Community of Valencia hub (ES), the need for technical expertise is specified.
Issues connected with multi-level governance are raised by several hubs but represent differing
approaches to the topic. Two hubs seem in favour of a stronger role for LRAs while another hub
connected the insufficient powers of subnational authorities with a request for more national action.
However, these two considerations are not necessarily contradictory, as they can both be seen as
solutions to the same issue.
Another topic which was raised by four of the hubs, is cross-border cooperation. This aspect needs to
be analysed by considering transboundary air pollution, whilst also underlining its importance for
specific hubs near borders. In particular, the Brod-Posavina hub (HR) points out cross-border
cooperation as the main issue in its response to this question as well as to the question on the main
challenges in implementing the Ambient Air Quality Directives. Similarly, the Dubrovnik-Neretva (HR)
hub raises this issue as the main point of its contribution.
Approximately five hubs make remarks related to funding and resources, and in a few cases explicitly
point to EU funding. The Alentejo hub (PT) noted that, although economic concerns need to be taken
into account when implementing air policies, they should not derail the process entirely.
Another issue, which was mentioned by six hubs, is the need for better communication – both within
the politico-administrative and the public spheres: awareness-raising initiatives, information campaigns
and dialogues with stakeholders are some of the named examples for tackling this. The West Pomerania
hub (PL), for example, includes as its first proposal: [s]haping and strengthening the environmental
awareness of the inhabitants of the region.
This is an aspect of utmost importance for the CoR since it plays a significant role in promoting dialogue
and involving stakeholders in connection with EU policy.
Proposals for changes to concrete targets were also present in different forms in a few responses, some
of which suggested specific changes to pollution targets. Two hubs indicated a need for stricter targets.
Three hubs proposed specific measures for areas with specific challenges.
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2.21 Question 19 – Participation in EU-led bottom-up initiatives
Please indicate if you or local authorities in your region have participated in the following initiatives
and/or used their guidelines and materials: if so, please indicate the added value
Hubs' participation in EU initiatives
50%

29%
18%

18%
11%

0%

The most successful initiatives
among the hubs are the Covenant of
Mayors (50%) and the EU Urban
Agenda Partnership on Air Quality
(29%), followed by European
Innovation Partnership on Smart
Cities and Communities (EIP-SCC)
and the WHO Healthy Cities
Network.

4%

a. EU
b.
c. URBIS d. EIP-SCC e. Clean f. Coal and g. WHO
Urban Covenant
Energy for Carbon
Healthy
Agenda on of Mayors
EU Islands Intensive
Cities
Air Quality
Regions in Network
Transition
Platform

The two initiatives most prominently
providing hubs with documents and
guidance material are the EIP-SCC
and the WHO Healthy Cities
Network, with both covering 18% of
the respondents.

Regarding the two most popular initiatives, the perception of the added value is quite high, with 65% of
the respondents to a sub-question saying that the Covenant of Mayors has a 'good'/'very good' added
value and 55% replying likewise about the added value of the EU Urban Agenda Partnership on air
quality.
By decreasing order, the Coal and Carbon Intensive Regions in Transition Platform, the Clean Energy
for Islands Initiative and the Urban Investment Support for Cities (URBIS, 0%) seem to be the least
frequented forums. In the case of the former two, this finding should be interpreted taking into account
that they are initiatives focused only on specific typologies of communities.
Concerning URBIS as an advisory platform, developed by the European Investment Bank and
DG REGIO, to support the ambitions defined in the Urban Agenda for the EU, its main role is indeed
providing advisory services and materials so there is not a 'membership'. Four hubs have indicated that
they used guidance/materials from URBIS (however two out of these four see no added value in it).
In the graph below, an overall picture of the hubs’ involvement in the initiative can be seen.
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5

e. Clean Energy for f. Coal and Carbon g. WHO Healthy
EU Islands
Intensive Regions Cities Network
in Transition
Platform

b. Use of guidance and/or material
d. No answer

1
3

2.22 Question 20 – Involvement in networks of cities and regions
Please indicate if you, or local authorities in your region, belong to the following networks and, if so,
the level of participation
The hubs show relatively active
participation in the networks. The
distribution of participants among
the networks is relatively even and
only around 10% of respondents do
not participate in any of the
networks. The overall results on the
involvement of the hubs in the
networks is shown in the graph
below.

Active participation in networks
50%
40%
28%
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25%
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18%

20%
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14%

10%
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Overall involvement in networks
20

18

18
16
14

12

13

12

13

12

10

10

7

8
6

5

8
6

7

6

6 6

4

4

2

6

5

6
4

6
4

2

2

0

0

ICLEI

EUROCITIES

ENERGY CITIES

CEMR

Climate Alliance

C40 cities

a. Active participation

b. Belong to the network with no relevant activity

c. No contacts with the network

d. No answer
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3. Annexes
3.1 Annex 1: Map of the regional hubs network
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3.2 Annex 2: List of regional hubs and consulted stakeholders


























1 Alentejo
CCDR Alentejo
EDIA – Empresa de Desenvolvimiento e Infra-Estruturas Do Alqueva, S.A
CIMAC
CIMBAL
DECSIS – Sistemas de Informação SA
Turismo do Alentejo, E.R.T.
ESDIME
FENACAM – Federação Nacional das Caixas de Crédito Agrícola Mútuo
Fundação Alentejo
Instituto Politécnico de Beja
Marble Project, SA
MONTE – Desenvolvimiento Alentejo Central
NERE – Associação Empresarial do Alentejo Central
SOMEFE – Sociedade de Metais e Fundição, LDA
SOMINCOR
TERRAS DENTRO – Associação para o Desenvolvimento Integrado
Universidad de Évora
ACOS – Associação de Agricultores do Sul
ADEGA Cooperativa de Redondo, CRL
AMÂNDIO JOSÉ LOBO, LDA
ASSIMAGRA – Recursos Minerais de Portugal
Municipio de Aljustrel
AREANATEJO – Agência Regional de Energia e Ambiente do Norte Alentejano e Tejo
Município de Évora



2 Austrian Länder (Vorarlberg chairing the joint country expert conference "Subsidiarity
monitoring")
Austrian Länder










3 Autonomous Province of Bolzano/Bozen – South Tyrol
Provincial Environment and Climate Protection Agency, Air Analysis and Radiation Protection
Laboratory
Provincial Environment and Climate Protection Agency, Air and Noise Office
Provincial Environment and Climate Protection Agency, Energy and Climate Protection Office
Europe Division (Provincial administration division): European Integration Office
Agriculture Division (Provincial administration division): Office for EU Structural Funds in
Agriculture
Health Division (Provincial administration division): Health Observatory
EURAC Research
Institute for Renewable Energies
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Ökoinstitut Südtirol/Alto Adige
Municipality of Bolzano, Environmental Protection Office
Municipality of Merano, Office for Green Spaces and the Environment
Municipality of Sesto





4 Brandenburg
Ministery for Rural Development, the Environment and Agriculture (MLUL), Unit for
“Installation-specific pollution control, incident prevention, air quality control and noise
reduction”
Brandenburg Land Environment Office
Eberswalde Municipal Authority, Urban Development Office
Cottbus Municipal Authority, Environment and Nature Management Unit



5 Brod-Posavina County
Ljiljana Curić, Brodsko-posavske županija





6 Catalonia
Department for Territory and Sustainability
Government of Catalonia, Directorate-General for environmental quality and climate change
Barcelona Provincial Council Area of the Environment





7 Community of Madrid
Madrid Region Department of the Environment, Land-use Planning and Sustainability,
Directorate-General for Sustainability and Climate Change
Madrid Region Regional Department of Health, Directorate-General for Public Health
Madrid Region Department of Science, Universities and Innovation, Directorate-General for
Research and Technological Innovation
Madrid City Council, Directorate-General for Sustainability and Environmental Control




8 Community of Valencia
Generalitat Valenciana, Directorate-General for Climate Change and Environment Quality
Generalitat Valenciana, Directorate-General for European Funds













9 Dubrovnik-Neretva County
Dubrovnik-Neretva County, Administrative Department for Municipal Affairs and
Environmental Protection
Dubrovnik-Neretva County, Institute of Public Health,
Dubrovnik City, Administrative Department for Urban Affairs, Spatial Planning and
Environmental Protection
10 Dutch Provinces
Province of Limburg
Province of Utrecht
Province of Overijssel
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11 EGTC TRITRIA
Radim Fojtík, Department of Regional Development
Moravian-Silesian Region Government



12 Emilia-Romagna
Emilia Romagna Region



13 Flanders
Department for the Environment, Section for Energy, Climate and the Green Economy, Flemish
Government













14 Friuli Venezia Giulia
Friuli Venezia Giulia Regional Environmental Protection Agency (ARPA FVG)
Central Directorate of the Regional Administration for Environmental Protection, Energy and
Sustainable Development, Service for Protection Against Air, Noise and Electromagnetic
Pollution, TRIESTE
Prevention Department of the Udine Integrated University Healthcare Agency – Environmental
Health Service
Healthcare Agency No 3 "Alto Friuli-Collinare-Medio Friuli", Food Hygiene and Nutrition
Service, Prevention Department
Healthcare Agency No 2 "Bassa Friulana-Isontina", Food Hygiene and Safety Service
Municipality of Casarsa della Delizia
Municipality of Porcia
Municipality of Fontanafredda
Municipality of Tarvisio
Municipality of Forgaria nel Friuli
Municipality of Trieste
Municipality of Precenicco
Municipality of Martignacco
Municipality of Tavagnacco
Municipality of Buttrio







15 Hauts-de-France
Communauté d'Agglomération Creil Sud Oise
DREAL HDF
Métropole Européenne de Lille
Atmo Hauts-de-France
Région Hauts-de-France











16 Helsinki-Uusimaa
Helsinki Region Environmental Services Authority (HSY)
Uusimaa regional Centre for Economic Development, Transport and the Environment (ELY
Centre)
Ministry of Environment
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City of Helsinki.
Helsinki-Uusimaa Regional Council












17 Ialomita County
Consiliul Județean Ialomița
Agenția pentru Protecția Mediului Ialomița
Direcția Județeană de Sănătate Publică Ialomița
Primăria municipiului Slobozia
Primăria muncipiului Urziceni
Primăria municipiului Fetești
Primăria orașului Amara
Primăria orașului Căzănești
Primăria orașului Fierbinți-Târg
Primăria orașului Țăndărei




















18 The International Lake Constance Conference (chaired by Vorarlberg, in collaboration
with Baden-Württemberg and Bayern)
Ministry for the Economy, Labour and Housing of Baden-Württemberg
Ministry for Transport of Baden-Württemberg
Ministry for Rural Areas and Consumer Protection of Baden-Württemberg
Ministry for Social Affairs and Integration of Baden-Württemberg
City of Friedrichshafen
City of Ludwigsburg
City of Mannheim
St. Leon-Rot Municipality
City of Stuttgart
State Ministry for the Environment and Consumer Protection of Bavaria
Office of the Prime Minister of Liechtenstein
State Government of Vorarlberg, Unit for Environment
State Government of Vorarlberg, Unit for Economy
State Government of Vorarlberg, Unit for Transport
State Government of Vorarlberg, Unit for Climate Protection and Energy
State Government of Vorarlberg, Unit for Agriculture
Institute for Environmental and Food Safety of the State of Vorarlberg
Municipality of Lustenau



19 Kosice self-governing region
Košice self-governing region, European Affairs Department





20 Mazovia
City of Ciechanów
City of Żyrardów
City of Płock
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City and Municipality of Piaseczno
City of Mława
City of Wołomin
City of Pruszków
Mazovia Regional Planning Office in Warsaw, Local Branch in Ciechanów
National Centre for Assessing and Managing Emissions
Mazovia Energy Agency Sp. z o.o.










21 North-Rhine Westphalia
West German Chambers of Crafts and Skilled Trades’ Council
Düsseldorf Chamber of Craft Trades
ADAC Nordrhein e.V.
IHK NRW
Zweckverband Nahverkehr Westfalen-Lippe (NWL)
City of Münster
City of Arnsberg
North-Rhine Westphalia Environment Ministry




22 Northern & Western Regional Assembly
Environmental Protection Agency
Irish Government, Department of Communications, Climate Action and Environment



23 Piedmont
Regione Piemonte; Settore Emissioni e Rischio Ambientale



24 Primorje-Gorski Kotar County
Administrative Department for Spatial Planning, Construction and Environmental Protection












25 Thessaly
Civil Engineering Directorate of the regional unit of Larissa
Directorate for Regional Development of the regional unit of Trikala
Athanasios Koutsoutasios, Directorate for the Environment and Spatial Planning of the region
of Thessaly
Municipality of Agia
Civil Engineering Directorate of the regional unit of Magnesia and the Sporades
Civil Engineering Directorate of the regional unit of Trikala
Special Management Service of the region of Thessaly's operational programme
Directorate for the Environment and Spatial Planning in Thessaly/Decentralised Administration
of Thessaly and Central Greece
Municipality of Trikala
Association of Industries in Thessaly and in Central Greece
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26 Umbria and Veneto




Umbria
Umbria Region, Quality of Environment Service, Energy Efficiency and Air Quality
Department
Umbria Region
Conference of the Regions and Autonomous Provinces
Italian Regions
ARPA Umbria (Umbria Regional Environmental Protection Agency), Environmental
Information Department
ANCI Umbria (National Association of Italian Municipalities – Umbria)
Municipality of Terni






Veneto
ARPAV - Regional Air Quality Observatory
Veneto region - Organisational Unit for Energy
Covenant of Mayors – Energy City
Veneto region - Organisational Unit for Air Protection


























28 West Pomerania
Choszczeński District
Gryfiński District
Kamieński District
Łobeski District Municipality
Krzęcin Municipality
Kamień pomorski Municipality
Świdwin Municipality
Widuchowa Municipality
Drawsko Pomorskie Municipality
Drawno Municipality
Trzcińsko Zdrój Municipality
Moryń Municipality
Przelewice Municipality
Białogard Municipality
Myślibórz Municipality
Tychowo Municipality
Stara Dąbrowa Municipality
Department for Environmental Protection, Marshall's Office of the Zachodniopomorskie
Voivodship
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3.3 Annex 3: Statistics of the RegHub second survey, on Air Quality
Note: Please note, that the percentages in the statistics of the sub-question to question 7 (p. 5 of the Statistics) deviate from the
percentages in the report. This is due to the fact that the report refers to the number of respondents to the sub-question and the
following statistics refer to the number of participating hubs.

46

Statistics:
CoR RegHub Consultation on
Air Quality directives

1. If there are municipalities in your region that participate inthe Covenant of Mayors (https://www.
covenantofmayors.eu/), please specify if the Covenant Sustainable Energy and Climate Plans (SECAPs)
are integrated in your regional plans and policies in the field of air quality:
Answers

Ratio

SECAPs are integrated with regional air
quality plans/policies (the air quality plan
is included in the SECAP and its effects
are reported in the Covenant framework)

2

7.14 %

SECAPs are connected to regional air
quality plans/policies (the air quality plan
includes actions that are also foreseen in
the SECAP, but no formal link is
established between the two plans)

11

39.29 %

SECAPs are not at the moment
connected to regional air quality plans
/policies but we plan to connect them
(please indicate timeframe)

1

3.57 %

We do not see any potential connection
between SECAPs and air quality plans
/policies

1

3.57 %

There is no significant involvement of
municipalities in the Covenant of Mayors
in the region

11

39.29 %

No Answer

2

7.14 %

1

2 Please specify if your region has used the TAIEX Peer-to-peer (http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eir/p2p
/index_en.htm) tool in the air policy sector and if you are involved in the Environmental Implementation
Review (http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eir/index_en.htm):
2.1 TAIEX Peer-to-Peer
Answers

Ratio

Used

5

17.86 %

Not used, but there are plans to apply it
within the next year

2

7.14 %

Not used and no plan to use it

19

67.86 %

No Answer

2

7.14 %

Answers

Ratio

Very good added value

2

7.14 %

Good added value

2

7.14 %

Limited added value

1

3.57 %

No added value

0

0%

No Answer

23

82.14 %

Answers

Ratio

Contributed to the EIR in relation to air
policy

5

17.86 %

Used the EIR report in relation to air policy

3

10.71 %

Both contributed to the EIR and used the
EIR report in relation to air policy

5

17.86 %

None of the above

12

42.86 %

No Answer

3

10.71 %

If used:

2.2 Environmental Implementation Review (EIR):

2

3 Please indicate if the EU Environment Action Programme (http://ec.europa.eu/environment/actionprogramme/) (EAP) has had any added value in relation to air policy in your region:
Answers

Ratio

Very good added value

4

14.29 %

Good added value

8

28.57 %

Limited added value

7

25 %

No added value

8

28.57 %

No Answer

1

3.57 %

4 Please indicate your involvement in the Clean Air Forum (https://ec.europa.eu/info/events/eu-clean-airforum-2019-nov-28_en)

You may select multiple answers:
Answers

Ratio

Participation in the last Clean Air Forum
2017 in Paris

4

14.29 %

Use of materials presented at the Clean
Air Forum 2017 in Paris

9

32.14 %

Not involved in the last Clean Air forum
but plan to participate in the next Clean
Air Forum 2019 in Bratislava

13

46.43 %

No Answer

5

17.86 %

Answers

Ratio

Very good added value

1

3.57 %

Good added value

0

0%

Limited added value

3

10.71 %

No added value

0

0%

No Answer

24

85.71 %

In case of participation, please specify:

3

In case of use of materials, please specify:
Answers

Ratio

Very good added value

1

3.57 %

Good added value

5

17.86 %

Limited added value

3

10.71 %

No added value

0

0%

No Answer

19

67.86 %

5 Regarding the European Environment Agency Air Quality index (https://www.eea.europa.eu/themes/air
/air-quality-index/index), please indicate whether and how it was used:

You may select multiple answers:
Answers

Ratio

Used for analysis and monitoring

8

28.57 %

Used for information/communication
campaigns for citizens

5

17.86 %

Other use

8

28.57 %

Not used but we plan to use it

6

21.43 %

Not used

12

42.86 %

No Answer

1

3.57 %

6 There is an ongoing Fitness check on the AAQ directives (http://ec.europa.eu/environment/air/quality
/aqd_fitness_check_en.htm). Has your region contributed to the fitness check?
Answers

Ratio

Yes

16

57.14 %

No

12

42.86 %

No Answer

0

0%

4

Do you think that contributions from your member state reflect the needs of local and regional
authorities?
Answers

Ratio

Yes

5

17.86 %

Partially

10

35.71 %

No

2

7.14 %

Not aware of the contributions

11

39.29 %

No Answer

0

0%

7 Has your member state assigned responsibilities to local and regional authorities in relation to air
quality assessments under Art.3 of Directive 2008/50/EC on ambient air quality and cleaner air for Europe
(https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1486474738782&uri=CELEX:02008L0050-20150918)
?
Answers

Ratio

Yes

22

78.57 %

No

4

14.29 %

No Answer

2

7.14 %

If so, have you been provided with adequate resources to deal with new responsibilities?
Answers

Ratio

Yes

4

14.29 %

Partially

9

32.14 %

No

8

28.57 %

The responsibilities replaced equivalent
existing work

1

3.57 %

No Answer

6

21.43 %

5

8 Regarding the measures under Art.17, 19, 23, 24 and 25 of Directive 2008/50/EC on ambient air quality
and cleaner air for Europe (https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?
qid=1486474738782&uri=CELEX:02008L0050-20150918) (especially relating to air quality plans), please
indicate if the resources available to local and regional authorities correspond to the responsibilities
they have been allocated to implement this Directive:
Answers

Ratio

Yes

4

14.29 %

Partially

13

46.43 %

No

10

35.71 %

The responsibilities replaced equivalent
existing work

1

3.57 %

No Answer

0

0%

Please provide information on the air quality effects of policies and measures to implement the
directives, in particular in relation to the measures listed above:
Answers

Ratio

Very good added value

5

17.86 %

Good added value

11

39.29 %

Limited added value

9

32.14 %

No added value

2

7.14 %

No Answer

1

3.57 %

9 Please indicate the approach of your member state for local and regional authorities that perform
positively in relation to air quality (with zones where the standards of the Ambient Air Quality Directives,
such as limit and target values, are not exceeded)

You may select multiple answers:
Answers

Ratio

Material incentives are provided

2

7.14 %

Recognition is given (for example via
awards)

4

14.29 %

No incentives or recognition

24

85.71 %

No Answer

1

3.57 %

6

10 Please clarify if your member state has specific provisions for local or regional authorities that are
subject to a high amount of transboundary air pollution from nearby areas. This can refer to local,
regional or national borders.
Answers

Ratio

Performance is assessed mainly on local
air quality measurements

10

35.71 %

Performance is assessed taking into
account possible nearby sources of
pollution, but there is no practical
consequence

12

42.86 %

Performance is assessed taking into
account possible nearby sources of
transboundary pollution, and the areas
badly affected by transboundary pollution
receive support

2

7.14 %

No Answer

4

14.29 %

In case of transboundary pollution please indicate the level of borders involved:

You may select multiple answers:
Answers

Ratio

Municipal border

6

21.43 %

Provincial/County border

6

21.43 %

Regional border

18

64.29 %

National border

17

60.71 %

EU border

5

17.86 %

No Answer

5

17.86 %

7

In case the pollution originates outside national and/or EU borders, please clarify if the provisions of
Article 25 of Directive 2008/50/EC on ambient air quality and cleaner air for Europe (https://eur-lex.
europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1486474738782&uri=CELEX:02008L0050-20150918) on
transboundary pollution have been applied:
Answers

Ratio

Applied with very good added value

0

0%

Applied with good added value

1

3.57 %

Applied with limited added value

6

21.43 %

Applied with no added value

2

7.14 %

Application started but significant results
not yet available

0

0%

Not applied

8

28.57 %

No Answer

11

39.29 %

12 Please indicate the role of local and regional authorities in your member state concerning the
National Air Pollution Control Programme under Article 6 of the NEC Directive (https://eur-lex.europa.eu
/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.L_.2016.344.01.0001.01.ENG&toc=OJ:L:2016:344:TOC):
Answers

Ratio

Contribution to the Programme

8

28.57 %

Consultation on the Programme

14

50 %

No role

5

17.86 %

No Answer

1

3.57 %

8

13 Please provide information on the air quality effects of policies and measures put in place to
respond to the NEC Directive (https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.L_.
2016.344.01.0001.01.ENG&toc=OJ:L:2016:344:TOC) (under Art. 6 and Annex III Part 1.1 (iii) of the NEC
directive):
Answers

Ratio

Very good added value

2

7.14 %

Good added value

11

39.29 %

Limited added value

12

42.86 %

No added value

2

7.14 %

No Answer

1

3.57 %

14 Please indicate the role of local and regional authorities in your member state in relation to providing
/refining information about Large Point Sources of Pollution and gridded data of emissions (under Art.
8.5 and Annex 1 Table C of the NEC directive (https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?
uri=uriserv:OJ.L_.2016.344.01.0001.01.ENG&toc=OJ:L:2016:344:TOC)):
Answers

Ratio

Strong involvement

4

14.29 %

Limited involvement

14

50 %

No involvement

10

35.71 %

No Answer

0

0%

If involved, have you been provided with adequate resources to deal with the new responsibilities?
Answers

Ratio

Yes

1

3.57 %

Partially

4

14.29 %

No

8

28.57 %

The responsibilities replaced equivalent
existing work

1

3.57 %

No Answer

14

50 %

9

15 Please indicate the level of involvement of local and regional authorities in monitoring the impact on
ecosystems under Art.9 of the NEC directive (https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?
uri=uriserv:OJ.L_.2016.344.01.0001.01.ENG&toc=OJ:L:2016:344:TOC) and linkages that can be made
with other local / regional environmental monitoring:
Answers

Ratio

Strong involvement

3

10.71 %

Limited involvement

16

57.14 %

No involvement

8

28.57 %

No Answer

1

3.57 %

If involved, have you been provided with adequate resources to deal with new responsibilities?
Answers

Ratio

Yes

1

3.57 %

Partially

7

25 %

No

10

35.71 %

The responsibilities replaced equivalent
existing work

0

0%

No Answer

10

35.71 %

Directive 2008/50/EC on ambient air quality and cleaner air for Europe (https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legalcontent/EN/TXT/?qid=1486474738782&uri=CELEX:02008L0050-20150918)
Answers

Ratio

Very good added value from coordination

5

17.86 %

Good added value from coordination

1

3.57 %

Limited added value from coordination

11

39.29 %

No added value from coordination

2

7.14 %

Insufficient coordination

6

21.43 %

No Answer

3

10.71 %

10

Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC) (http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework
/index_en.html)
Answers

Ratio

Very good added value from coordination

1

3.57 %

Good added value from coordination

2

7.14 %

Limited added value from coordination

11

39.29 %

No added value from coordination

2

7.14 %

Insufficient coordination

6

21.43 %

No Answer

6

21.43 %

Habitats Directives (92/43/EEC) (http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/legislation/habitatsdirective
/index_en.htm)
Answers

Ratio

Very good added value from coordination

1

3.57 %

Good added value from coordination

3

10.71 %

Limited added value from coordination

8

28.57 %

No added value from coordination

3

10.71 %

Insufficient coordination

7

25 %

No Answer

6

21.43 %

11

Convention on Long-range Transboundary Air Pollution (https://www.unece.org/env/lrtap/welcome.html.
html)
Answers

Ratio

Very good added value from coordination

0

0%

Good added value from coordination

3

10.71 %

Limited added value from coordination

7

25 %

No added value from coordination

3

10.71 %

Insufficient coordination

6

21.43 %

Not applicable

5

17.86 %

No Answer

4

14.29 %

16 Please describe the situation concerning infringement procedures in relation to local and regional
authorities in your member state. In case of infringement

You may select multiple answers:
Answers

Ratio

The fine is national without territorial
elements

10

35.71 %

The fine is collected taking into account a
territorial element. There are different
contributions by taxpayers depending on
their location.

1

3.57 %

The fine is collected taking into account a
territorial element. There is an obligation
for local and/or regional authorities to
contribute to the payment of the fine and
/or there is a reduction in funding.

11

39.29 %

The fine is collected taking into account a
territorial element of another kind

4

14.29 %

No Answer

5

17.86 %

12

In case a territorial element is taken into account (2):
Answers

Ratio

The territorial contribution does not take
into account the performance of local and
regional authorities

0

0%

The territorial contribution takes partially
into account the performance of local and
regional authorities in incentivising
(directly or indirectly) positive performance

0

0%

The territorial contribution strongly takes
into account the performance of local and
regional authorities in incentivising
(directly or indirectly) positive performance

0

0%

No Answer

28

100 %

Answers

Ratio

The territorial contribution does not take
into account the performance of local and
regional authorities

2

7.14 %

The territorial contribution takes partially
into account the performance of local and
regional authorities in incentivising
(directly or indirectly) positive performance

1

3.57 %

The territorial contribution strongly takes
into account the performance of local and
regional authorities in incentivising
(directly or indirectly) positive performance

8

28.57 %

No Answer

17

60.71 %

In case a territorial element is taken into account (3):

13

In case a territorial element is taken into account (4):
Answers

Ratio

The territorial contribution does not take
into account the performance of local and
regional authorities

2

7.14 %

The territorial contribution takes partially
into account the performance of local and
regional authorities in incentivising
(directly or indirectly) positive performance

0

0%

The territorial contribution strongly takes
into account the performance of local and
regional authorities in incentivising
(directly or indirectly) positive performance

1

3.57 %

No Answer

25

89.29 %

If local and regional performance is taken into account, please specify if the incentives or disincentives
take into account the following

You may select multiple answers:
Answers

Ratio

Starting conditions

3

10.71 %

Relative regional wealth

0

0%

Presence of pollution sources not
under the control of local and regional
authorities (transboundary pollution, or
pollution that cannot be regulated by
regional authorities)

4

14.29 %

Other factors

9

32.14 %

No Answer

14

50 %

14

17.1 The NEC directive (https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.L_.
2016.344.01.0001.01.ENG&toc=OJ:L:2016:344:TOC) includes provisions on EU funding support for the
measures to be taken with a view to complying with the objectives of this Directive (see Art. 7), and
many EU funds can be used to support compliance with the Ambient Air Quality Directives as well.
Please indicate which funds have contributed adequately to the measures in your area:

You may select multiple answers; for each answer please reply the sub-question:
Answers

Ratio

The Framework Programme for Research
and Innovation

6

21.43 %

European Regional Development Fund
(ERDF) – regional and urban development

22

78.57 %

European Social Fund (ESF) – social
inclusion and good governance

6

21.43 %

Cohesion Fund (CF) – economic
convergence of less-developed regions

3

10.71 %

European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development (EAFRD)

12

42.86 %

European Maritime and Fisheries Fund
(EMFF)

3

10.71 %

Instruments for the funding of
environment and climate action such as
the LIFE programme

15

53.57 %

Other

6

21.43 %

No Answer

2

7.14 %

Answers

Ratio

Funds used specifically to benefit air
quality

1

3.57 %

Funds used for other or wider objectives
that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

5

17.86 %

No Answer

22

78.57 %

Specify for the Framework Programme for Research and Innovation

15

Specify for the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF)
Answers

Ratio

Funds used specifically to benefit air
quality

4

14.29 %

Funds used for other or wider objectives
that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

16

57.14 %

No Answer

8

28.57 %

Answers

Ratio

Funds used specifically to benefit air
quality

0

0%

Funds used for other or wider objectives
that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

6

21.43 %

No Answer

22

78.57 %

Answers

Ratio

Funds used specifically to benefit air
quality

0

0%

Funds used for other or wider objectives
that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

2

7.14 %

No Answer

26

92.86 %

Answers

Ratio

Funds used specifically to benefit air
quality

2

7.14 %

Funds used for other or wider objectives
that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

10

35.71 %

No Answer

16

57.14 %

Specify for the European Social Fund (ESF)

Specify for the Cohesion Fund (CF)

Specify for the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)

16

Specify for the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF)
Answers

Ratio

Funds used specifically to benefit air
quality

0

0%

Funds used for other or wider objectives
that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

3

10.71 %

No Answer

25

89.29 %

Specify for the Instruments for the funding of environment and climate action such as the LIFE
programme
Answers

Ratio

Funds used specifically to benefit air
quality

11

39.29 %

Funds used for other or wider objectives
that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

4

14.29 %

No Answer

13

46.43 %

Answers

Ratio

Funds used specifically to benefit air
quality

2

7.14 %

Funds used for other or wider objectives
that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

2

7.14 %

No Answer

24

85.71 %

Specify for other

17

17.2 Please indicate which fund has contributed adequately to the air policy in general in your area

You may select multiple answers; for each selected answer please reply the sub-question:
Answers

Ratio

The Framework Programme for Research
and Innovation

4

14.29 %

European Regional Development Fund
(ERDF) – regional and urban development

20

71.43 %

European Social Fund (ESF) – social
inclusion and good governance

5

17.86 %

Cohesion Fund (CF) – economic
convergence of less-developed regions

3

10.71 %

European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development (EAFRD)

10

35.71 %

European Maritime and Fisheries Fund
(EMFF)

2

7.14 %

Instruments for the funding of
environment and climate action such as
the LIFE programme

13

46.43 %

Other

6

21.43 %

No Answer

2

7.14 %

Answers

Ratio

Funds used specifically to benefit air
quality

0

0%

Funds used for other or wider objectives
that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

4

14.29 %

No Answer

24

85.71 %

Specify for the Framework Programme for Research and Innovation

18

Specify for the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF)
Answers

Ratio

Funds used specifically to benefit air
quality

5

17.86 %

Funds used for other or wider objectives
that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

13

46.43 %

No Answer

10

35.71 %

Answers

Ratio

Funds used specifically to benefit air
quality

0

0%

Funds used for other or wider objectives
that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

5

17.86 %

No Answer

23

82.14 %

Answers

Ratio

Funds used specifically to benefit air
quality

1

3.57 %

Funds used for other or wider objectives
that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

1

3.57 %

No Answer

26

92.86 %

Answers

Ratio

Funds used specifically to benefit air
quality

2

7.14 %

Funds used for other or wider objectives
that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

8

28.57 %

No Answer

18

64.29 %

Specify for the European Social Fund (ESF)

Specify for the Cohesion Fund (CF)

Specify for the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)

19

Specify for the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF)
Answers

Ratio

Funds used specifically to benefit air
quality

0

0%

Funds used for other or wider objectives
that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

2

7.14 %

No Answer

26

92.86 %

Specify for the Instruments for the funding of environment and climate action such as the LIFE
programme
Answers

Ratio

Funds used specifically to benefit air
quality

8

28.57 %

Funds used for other or wider objectives
that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

4

14.29 %

No Answer

16

57.14 %

Answers

Ratio

Funds used specifically to benefit air
quality

3

10.71 %

Funds used for other or wider objectives
that benefit to a lesser extent

2

7.14 %

No Answer

23

82.14 %

Specify for other

20

19 Please indicate if you or local authorities in your region have participated in the following initiatives
and/or used their guidelines and materials: if so, please indicate the added value:

EU Urban Agenda Partnership on Air Quality (https://ec.europa.eu/futurium/en/air-quality)
Answers

Ratio

Participation

8

28.57 %

Use of guidance and/or material

3

10.71 %

No significant involvement in the region

13

46.43 %

No Answer

4

14.29 %

Answers

Ratio

Very good added value

1

3.57 %

Good added value

5

17.86 %

Limited added value

1

3.57 %

No added value

2

7.14 %

No Answer

19

67.86 %

Assessment

Covenant of Mayors for Climate and Energy (https://www.covenantofmayors.eu/)
Answers

Ratio

Participation

14

50 %

Use of guidance and/or material

3

10.71 %

No significant involvement in the region

10

35.71 %

No Answer

1

3.57 %

21

Assessment
Answers

Ratio

Very good added value

3

10.71 %

Good added value

8

28.57 %

Limited added value

4

14.29 %

No added value

1

3.57 %

No Answer

12

42.86 %

Answers

Ratio

Participation

0

0%

Use of guidance and/or material

4

14.29 %

No significant involvement in the region

17

60.71 %

No Answer

7

25 %

Answers

Ratio

Very good added value

1

3.57 %

Good added value

1

3.57 %

Limited added value

0

0%

No added value

2

7.14 %

No Answer

24

85.71 %

URBIS (https://eiah.eib.org/about/initiative-urbis.htm)

Assessment

22

European Innovation Partnership on Smart Cities and Communities (EIP-SCC) (https://eu-smartcities.eu/)
Answers

Ratio

Participation

5

17.86 %

Use of guidance and/or material

5

17.86 %

No significant involvement in the region

12

42.86 %

No Answer

6

21.43 %

Answers

Ratio

Very good added value

0

0%

Good added value

5

17.86 %

Limited added value

2

7.14 %

No added value

1

3.57 %

No Answer

20

71.43 %

Assessment

Clean Energy for EU Islands (https://ec.europa.eu/energy/en/topics/energy-strategy-and-energy-union
/clean-energy-eu-islands)
Answers

Ratio

Participation

1

3.57 %

Use of guidance and/or material

0

0%

No significant involvement in the region

21

75 %

No Answer

6

21.43 %

23

Assessment
Answers

Ratio

Very good added value

0

0%

Good added value

0

0%

Limited added value

0

0%

No added value

0

0%

No Answer

28

100 %

Coal and Carbon Intensive Regions in Transition Platform (https://ec.europa.eu/energy/en/topics/oil-gasand-coal/coal-regions-in-transition)
Answers

Ratio

Participation

3

10.71 %

Use of guidance and/or material

1

3.57 %

No significant involvement in the region

19

67.86 %

No Answer

5

17.86 %

Answers

Ratio

Very good added value

0

0%

Good added value

2

7.14 %

Limited added value

0

0%

No added value

0

0%

No Answer

26

92.86 %

Assessment

24

World Health Organization Healthy Cities Network (http://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics
/environment-and-health/urban-health/who-european-healthy-cities-network)
Answers

Ratio

Participation

5

17.86 %

Use of guidance and/or material

5

17.86 %

No significant involvement in the region

14

50 %

No Answer

4

14.29 %

Answers

Ratio

Very good added value

0

0%

Good added value

7

25 %

Limited added value

1

3.57 %

No added value

0

0%

No Answer

20

71.43 %

Answers

Ratio

Participation

3

10.71 %

Use of guidance and/or material

1

3.57 %

No significant involvement in the region

4

14.29 %

No Answer

20

71.43 %

Assessment

Please indicate the added value of that initiative

25

Assessment
Answers

Ratio

Very good added value

1

3.57 %

Good added value

1

3.57 %

Limited added value

1

3.57 %

No added value

0

0%

No Answer

25

89.29 %

20 Please indicate if you, or local authorities in your region, belong to the following networks and, if so,
the level of participation:

Local Governments for Sustainability (ICLEI) (https://www.iclei.org/)
Answers

Ratio

Active participation

5

17.86 %

Belong to the network but no relevant
activity

4

14.29 %

No contacts with the network

12

42.86 %

No Answer

7

25 %

Answers

Ratio

Active participation

8

28.57 %

Belong to the network but no relevant
activity

2

7.14 %

No contacts with the network

12

42.86 %

No Answer

6

21.43 %

EUROCITIES (http://www.eurocities.eu/)

26

ENERGY CITIES (http://www.energy-cities.eu/)
Answers

Ratio

Active participation

7

25 %

Belong to the network but no relevant
activity

2

7.14 %

No contacts with the network

13

46.43 %

No Answer

6

21.43 %

Council of European Municipalities and Regions (CEMR) (https://www.ccre.org/)
Answers

Ratio

Active participation

6

21.43 %

Belong to the network but no relevant
activity

6

21.43 %

No contacts with the network

10

35.71 %

No Answer

6

21.43 %

Answers

Ratio

Active participation

5

17.86 %

Belong to the network but no relevant
activity

4

14.29 %

No contacts with the network

13

46.43 %

No Answer

6

21.43 %

Climate Alliance (https://www.climatealliance.org/home.html)

27

C40 cities (https://www.c40.org/)
Answers

Ratio

Active participation

3

10.71 %

Belong to the network but no relevant
activity

0

0%

No contacts with the network

18

64.29 %

No Answer

7

25 %

Answers

Ratio

Active participation

7

25 %

Belong to the network but no relevant
activity

1

3.57 %

No contacts with the network

5

17.86 %

No Answer

15

53.57 %

Type of participation

28

3.4 Annex 4: Second survey of the Regional Hubs Network

75

CoR RegHub Consultation on

Air Quality directives
Fields marked with * are mandatory.

Background
This survey on air quality will provide information on the implementation at regional and local level of the EU Air
quality policy. The information will be taken into account by the European Committee of the Regions (CoR) and
by its Commission for Environment, Climate Change and Energy (ENVE) for future discussions and activities on
this topic. The ENVE work programme for 2019 states:

Air Quality was included as a topic for the new Network of Regional Hubs for EU Policy Implementation Review
(RegHub) - Pilot project. ENVE will assess potential connections with the ongoing fitness check of the Ambient
Air Quality directives and the feasibility of an opinion on this topic.
This is a topic on which the European Commission has been active recently, in particular with the Fitness check
on the Ambient Air Quality directives.
The Directorate General for Environment of the European Commission has been consulted for the preparation of
this survey. This survey intends to provide added value for a dialogue with the relevant EU institutions and
bodies and to contribute to future discussions and initiatives.
Links to the legislation covered by this survey
General page on Air of the website of the Directorate General for Environment of the European Commission
Ambient Air Quality (AAQ) directives
National Emission Ceilings (NEC) directive (directive 2016/2284)

1

Who should respond to the survey?
The questionnaire should be answered and sent back to the RegHub secretariat by the contact points of the
RegHub members. They can consult representatives of local/regional authorities or other stakeholders at local
/regional level they deem fit and who they consider to be affected by the EU Air Quality policies.

IMPORTANT
Whenever answers are based on consultations of stakeholders, this should be explicitly indicated and the
consulted stakeholders should be clearly identified.
How will the survey results be used?
The results of this consultation will be compiled in the second RegHub implementation report on the Directives
on Air Quality.
Operational instructions
Please note that in certain cases you may select multiple answers. If so, it will be specified in the question.
Also, some answers may open sub-questions or boxes for open answers.
For the open answers, character limits have been inserted (not always the same limit).
Please note that the character limit is indeed a limit, not a suggested length. Shorter answers are possible. On
the other hand, all the open boxes in the survey are supposed to receive an answer, with the exception of the
boxes in questions 19 and 20 (see below for details)
Practical information
The survey will be open until Monday 23 September 2019 midnight
For more information, please contact RegHub@cor.europa.eu

Details of the Contact Point
* First name

* Last name

* Email

* Contact point of (name of your hub):

* Function/Position

2

Details of the Stakeholders
* Please mention here:

1/ the name and contact information of all of the stakeholders that you have consulted, and
2/ the question(s) on which they were consulted

Preliminary Information
To better understand the governance context of the survey and the practical application of the subsidiarity
principle, if relevant, please provide indications about the division of competences between the EU level,
your Member State and the regional and local level in relation to air quality. In some Member States the
regional and/or local level might have very limited competences on air quality and this should be taken into
account.
1600 character(s) maximum

General questions
1. If there are municipalities in your region that participate inthe Covenant of Mayors, please specify if the
Covenant Sustainable Energy and Climate Plans (SECAPs) are integrated in your regional plans and
policies in the field of air quality:
SECAPs are integrated with regional air quality plans/policies (the air quality plan is included in the
SECAP and its effects are reported in the Covenant framework)
SECAPs are connected to regional air quality plans/policies (the air quality plan includes actions that are
also foreseen in the SECAP, but no formal link is established between the two plans)
SECAPs are not at the moment connected to regional air quality plans/policies but we plan to connect
them (please indicate timeframe)
We do not see any potential connection between SECAPs and air quality plans/policies
There is no significant involvement of municipalities in the Covenant of Mayors in the region

2 Please specify if your region has used the TAIEX Peer-to-peer tool in the air policy sector and if you are
involved in the Environmental Implementation Review:
2.1 TAIEX Peer-to-Peer
Used
Not used, but there are plans to apply it within the next year
Not used and no plan to use it

If used:
Very good added value
Good added value
Limited added value

3

No added value

2.2 Environmental Implementation Review (EIR):
Contributed to the EIR in relation to air policy
Used the EIR report in relation to air policy
Both contributed to the EIR and used the EIR report in relation to air policy
None of the above

3 Please indicate if the EU Environment Action Programme (EAP) has had any added value in relation to
air policy in your region:
Very good added value
Good added value
Limited added value
No added value

Please give suggestions for the next EAP in relation to air policy (see here an example of the proposals of
the Committee of the Regions)
1600 character(s) maximum

4 Please indicate your involvement in the Clean Air Forum
You may select multiple answers:
Participation in the last Clean Air Forum 2017 in Paris
Use of materials presented at the Clean Air Forum 2017 in Paris
Not involved in the last Clean Air forum but plan to participate in the next Clean Air Forum 2019 in
Bratislava

In case of participation, please specify:
Very good added value
Good added value
Limited added value
No added value

In case of use of materials, please specify:
Very good added value
Good added value
Limited added value
No added value

5 Regarding the European Environment Agency Air Quality index, please indicate whether and how it was
used:
You may select multiple answers:
Used for analysis and monitoring
Used for information/communication campaigns for citizens
Other use

4

Not used but we plan to use it
Not used

Specify other use
150 character(s) maximum

Specify time frame
150 character(s) maximum

Specific questions on the Ambient Air Quality (AAQ) directives
6 There is an ongoing Fitness check on the AAQ directives. Has your region contributed to the fitness
check?
Yes
No

Do you think that contributions from your member state reflect the needs of local and regional authorities?
Yes
Partially
No
Not aware of the contributions

7 Has your member state assigned responsibilities to local and regional authorities in relation to air quality
assessments under Art.3 of Directive 2008/50/EC on ambient air quality and cleaner air for Europe?
Yes
No

If so, have you been provided with adequate resources to deal with new responsibilities?
Yes
Partially
No
The responsibilities replaced equivalent existing work

Please specify
350 character(s) maximum

8 Regarding the measures under Art.17, 19, 23, 24 and 25 of Directive 2008/50/EC on ambient air quality
and cleaner air for Europe (especially relating to air quality plans), please indicate if the resources available
to local and regional authorities correspond to the responsibilities they have been allocated to implement
this Directive:

5

Yes
Partially
No
The responsibilities replaced equivalent existing work

Please specify
350 character(s) maximum

Please provide information on the air quality effects of policies and measures to implement the directives, in
particular in relation to the measures listed above:
Very good added value
Good added value
Limited added value
No added value

Please specify
1000 character(s) maximum

9 Please indicate the approach of your member state for local and regional authorities that perform
positively in relation to air quality (with zones where the standards of the Ambient Air Quality Directives,
such as limit and target values, are not exceeded)
You may select multiple answers:
Material incentives are provided
Recognition is given (for example via awards)
No incentives or recognition

Please indicate suggestions for incentives and forms of recognition that you think could help to promote
positive performance
1000 character(s) maximum

10 Please clarify if your member state has specific provisions for local or regional authorities that are
subject to a high amount of transboundary air pollution from nearby areas. This can refer to local, regional
or national borders.
Performance is assessed mainly on local air quality measurements
Performance is assessed taking into account possible nearby sources of pollution, but there is no practical
consequence
Performance is assessed taking into account possible nearby sources of transboundary pollution, and the
areas badly affected by transboundary pollution receive support

In case of transboundary pollution please indicate the level of borders involved:
You may select multiple answers:

6

Municipal border
Provincial/County border
Regional border
National border
EU border

In case the pollution originates outside national and/or EU borders, please clarify if the provisions of Article
25 of Directive 2008/50/EC on ambient air quality and cleaner air for Europe on transboundary pollution
have been applied:
Applied with very good added value
Applied with good added value
Applied with limited added value
Applied with no added value
Application started but significant results not yet available
Not applied

11 Please indicate the main challenges for local and regional governments in implementing the Ambient
Air Quality Directives (including on topics not listed above) and your suggestions for improvement. Please
specify if responsibilities are well allocated to different levels of government.
1600 character(s) maximum

Questions on the National Emission Ceilings (NEC) directive (directive
2016/2284)
12 Please indicate the role of local and regional authorities in your member state concerning the National
Air Pollution Control Programme under Article 6 of the NEC Directive:
Contribution to the Programme
Consultation on the Programme
No role

13 Please provide information on the air quality effects of policies and measures put in place to respond to
the NEC Directive (under Art. 6 and Annex III Part 1.1 (iii) of the NEC directive):
Very good added value
Good added value
Limited added value
No added value

Please specify
1000 character(s) maximum

7

14 Please indicate the role of local and regional authorities in your member state in relation to providing
/refining information about Large Point Sources of Pollution and gridded data of emissions (under Art.8.5
and Annex 1 Table C of the NEC directive):
Strong involvement
Limited involvement
No involvement

If involved, have you been provided with adequate resources to deal with the new responsibilities?
Yes
Partially
No
The responsibilities replaced equivalent existing work

Please specify
350 character(s) maximum

15 Please indicate the level of involvement of local and regional authorities in monitoring the impact on
ecosystems under Art.9 of the NEC directive and linkages that can be made with other local / regional
environmental monitoring:
Strong involvement
Limited involvement
No involvement

If involved, have you been provided with adequate resources to deal with new responsibilities?
Yes
Partially
No
The responsibilities replaced equivalent existing work

Please specify
350 character(s) maximum

Please indicate for each of the following monitoring programmes your assessment of the coordination of
the monitoring under Art.9:
Directive 2008/50/EC on ambient air quality and cleaner air for Europe
Very good added value from coordination
Good added value from coordination
Limited added value from coordination
No added value from coordination
Insufficient coordination

Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC)
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Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC)
Very good added value from coordination
Good added value from coordination
Limited added value from coordination
No added value from coordination
Insufficient coordination

Habitats Directives (92/43/EEC)
Very good added value from coordination
Good added value from coordination
Limited added value from coordination
No added value from coordination
Insufficient coordination

Convention on Long-range Transboundary Air Pollution
Very good added value from coordination
Good added value from coordination
Limited added value from coordination
No added value from coordination
Insufficient coordination
Not applicable

General questions on financial aspects
16 Please describe the situation concerning infringement procedures in relation to local and regional
authorities in your member state. In case of infringement
You may select multiple answers:
The fine is national without territorial elements
The fine is collected taking into account a territorial element. There are different contributions by taxpayers
depending on their location.
The fine is collected taking into account a territorial element. There is an obligation for local and/or regional
authorities to contribute to the payment of the fine and/or there is a reduction in funding.
The fine is collected taking into account a territorial element of another kind

In case a territorial element is taken into account (2):
The territorial contribution does not take into account the performance of local and regional authorities
The territorial contribution takes partially into account the performance of local and regional authorities
in incentivising (directly or indirectly) positive performance
The territorial contribution strongly takes into account the performance of local and regional authorities in
incentivising (directly or indirectly) positive performance

In case a territorial element is taken into account (3):
The territorial contribution does not take into account the performance of local and regional authorities
The territorial contribution takes partially into account the performance of local and regional authorities
in incentivising (directly or indirectly) positive performance

9

The territorial contribution strongly takes into account the performance of local and regional authorities in
incentivising (directly or indirectly) positive performance

Please specify what territorial element
350 character(s) maximum

In case a territorial element is taken into account (4):
The territorial contribution does not take into account the performance of local and regional authorities
The territorial contribution takes partially into account the performance of local and regional authorities
in incentivising (directly or indirectly) positive performance
The territorial contribution strongly takes into account the performance of local and regional authorities in
incentivising (directly or indirectly) positive performance

If local and regional performance is taken into account, please specify if the incentives or disincentives take
into account the following
You may select multiple answers:
Starting conditions
Relative regional wealth
Presence of pollution sources not under the control of local and regional authorities (transboundary
pollution, or pollution that cannot be regulated by regional authorities)
Other factors

Please specify the sources
350 character(s) maximum

Please specify the other factors
350 character(s) maximum

17 Please indicate your experience with use of EU funding to support air quality.
17.1 The NEC directive includes provisions on EU funding support for the measures to be taken with a
view to complying with the objectives of this Directive (see Art. 7), and many EU funds can be used to
support compliance with the Ambient Air Quality Directives as well. Please indicate which funds have
contributed adequately to the measures in your area:
You may select multiple answers; for each answer please reply the sub-question:
The Framework Programme for Research and Innovation
European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) – regional and urban development
European Social Fund (ESF) – social inclusion and good governance
Cohesion Fund (CF) – economic convergence of less-developed regions
European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)
European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF)

10

Instruments for the funding of environment and climate action such as the LIFE programme
Other

Specify for the Framework Programme for Research and Innovation
Funds used specifically to benefit air quality
Funds used for other or wider objectives that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

Specify for the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF)
Funds used specifically to benefit air quality
Funds used for other or wider objectives that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

Specify for the European Social Fund (ESF)
Funds used specifically to benefit air quality
Funds used for other or wider objectives that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

Specify for the Cohesion Fund (CF)
Funds used specifically to benefit air quality
Funds used for other or wider objectives that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

Specify for the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)
Funds used specifically to benefit air quality
Funds used for other or wider objectives that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

Specify for the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF)
Funds used specifically to benefit air quality
Funds used for other or wider objectives that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

Specify for the Instruments for the funding of environment and climate action such as the LIFE programme
Funds used specifically to benefit air quality
Funds used for other or wider objectives that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

Please specify the most relevant one
150 character(s) maximum

Specify for other
Funds used specifically to benefit air quality
Funds used for other or wider objectives that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

17.2 Please indicate which fund has contributed adequately to the air policy in general in your area
You may select multiple answers; for each selected answer please reply the sub-question:
The Framework Programme for Research and Innovation
European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) – regional and urban development
European Social Fund (ESF) – social inclusion and good governance

11

Cohesion Fund (CF) – economic convergence of less-developed regions
European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)
European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF)
Instruments for the funding of environment and climate action such as the LIFE programme
Other

Specify for the Framework Programme for Research and Innovation
Funds used specifically to benefit air quality
Funds used for other or wider objectives that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

Specify for the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF)
Funds used specifically to benefit air quality
Funds used for other or wider objectives that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

Specify for the European Social Fund (ESF)
Funds used specifically to benefit air quality
Funds used for other or wider objectives that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

Specify for the Cohesion Fund (CF)
Funds used specifically to benefit air quality
Funds used for other or wider objectives that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

Specify for the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)
Funds used specifically to benefit air quality
Funds used for other or wider objectives that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

Specify for the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF)
Funds used specifically to benefit air quality
Funds used for other or wider objectives that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

Specify for the Instruments for the funding of environment and climate action such as the LIFE programme
Funds used specifically to benefit air quality
Funds used for other or wider objectives that benefit air quality to a lesser extent

Please specify the most relevant one
150 character(s) maximum

Specify for other
Funds used specifically to benefit air quality
Funds used for other or wider objectives that benefit to a lesser extent

Outlook
18 Please indicate the main implementation challenges, and your suggestions for the future of EU policy

12

18 Please indicate the main implementation challenges, and your suggestions for the future of EU policy
on air quality, from the point of view of local and regional authorities
1600 character(s) maximum

Additional questions on involvement in networks and projects
The following questions aim to assess participation in networks and projects.
In many cases, local authorities or municipalities are involved in these networks and projects, but not
regions directly. Please indicate your participation if the region is somehow involved in, influenced by, or
takes into consideration in its policies, the participation of local authorities in these networks and projects.
If possible, please indicate the level of involvement of the region and/or of municipal authorities in the
region if known. It is not compulsory to indicate in detail the level of involvement.
As specified above, a project or network should be selected if the regional authority is involved significantly,
however further details might be useful. For example, in the question on the Covenant of Mayors it would
be useful to know the number and the overall population weight of the municipalities that are in the
Covenant.
In case your region does not have access to that information please specify it.
19 Please indicate if you or local authorities in your region have participated in the following initiatives and
/or used their guidelines and materials: if so, please indicate the added value:

EU Urban Agenda Partnership on Air Quality
Participation
Use of guidance and/or material
No significant involvement in the region

Assessment
Very good added value
Good added value
Limited added value
No added value

Please specify level of participation
350 character(s) maximum

Covenant of Mayors for Climate and Energy
Participation
Use of guidance and/or material

13

No significant involvement in the region

Assessment
Very good added value
Good added value
Limited added value
No added value

Please specify level of participation
350 character(s) maximum

URBIS
Participation
Use of guidance and/or material
No significant involvement in the region

Assessment
Very good added value
Good added value
Limited added value
No added value

Please specify level of participation
350 character(s) maximum

European Innovation Partnership on Smart Cities and Communities (EIP-SCC)
Participation
Use of guidance and/or material
No significant involvement in the region

Assessment
Very good added value
Good added value
Limited added value
No added value

Please specify level of participation
350 character(s) maximum

Clean Energy for EU Islands
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Participation
Use of guidance and/or material
No significant involvement in the region

Assessment
Very good added value
Good added value
Limited added value
No added value

Please specify level of participation
350 character(s) maximum

Coal and Carbon Intensive Regions in Transition Platform
Participation
Use of guidance and/or material
No significant involvement in the region

Assessment
Very good added value
Good added value
Limited added value
No added value

Please specify level of participation
350 character(s) maximum

World Health Organization Healthy Cities Network
Participation
Use of guidance and/or material
No significant involvement in the region

Assessment
Very good added value
Good added value
Limited added value
No added value

Please specify level of participation
350 character(s) maximum
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Other initiative. Please indicate the most relevant one
100 character(s) maximum

Please indicate the added value of that initiative
Participation
Use of guidance and/or material
No significant involvement in the region

Assessment
Very good added value
Good added value
Limited added value
No added value

Please specify level of participation
350 character(s) maximum

20 Please indicate if you, or local authorities in your region, belong to the following networks and, if so, the
level of participation:

Local Governments for Sustainability (ICLEI)
Active participation
Belong to the network but no relevant activity
No contacts with the network

Please describe the participation
350 character(s) maximum

EUROCITIES
Active participation
Belong to the network but no relevant activity
No contacts with the network

Please specify level of participation
350 character(s) maximum

ENERGY CITIES
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Active participation
Belong to the network but no relevant activity
No contacts with the network

Please specify level of particpation
350 character(s) maximum

Council of European Municipalities and Regions (CEMR)
Active participation
Belong to the network but no relevant activity
No contacts with the network

Please specify level of participation
350 character(s) maximum

Climate Alliance
Active participation
Belong to the network but no relevant activity
No contacts with the network

Please specify level of participation
350 character(s) maximum

C40 cities
Active participation
Belong to the network but no relevant activity
No contacts with the network

Please specify level of participation
350 character(s) maximum

Other network. Please indicate the most relevant one
100 character(s) maximum

Type of participation
Active participation
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Belong to the network but no relevant activity
No contacts with the network

Please specify level of participation
350 character(s) maximum

Privacy statement
By filling out and submitting your answers to this survey, you consent to the European Committee of the
Regions to collect and process this data.
This data is collected and processed according to Regulation (EU) 2018/1725. This data will not be made
public or transferred to any third parties without your prior written consent. The follow-up to this survey
application requires that your personal data and answers be processed in a file, which will be kept for a
period of 5 years. You have the right to access your personal data, and the right to correct any inaccurate
or incomplete personal data or to request its deletion by sending an email to econ-survey-cor@cor.europa.
eu.
The requests will be processed without undue delay and in any event within one month of receipt of the
request. Any queries concerning the processing of the personal data can be addressed to the same email,
which is the first level contact for complaints and irregularities. The Data Protection Officer of the
Committee of the Regions can be contacted at data.protection@cor.europa.eu. You have the right to have
recourse at any time to the European Data Protection Supervisor: edps@edps.europa.eu.
I have read the privacy statement.
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Created in 1994 following the signing of the Maastricht Treaty, the European Committee of the Regions is the EU’s assembly of
350 regional and local representatives from all 28 Member States, representing over 507 million Europeans. Its mission is to
involve regional and local authorities and the communities they represent in the EU’s decision-making process and to
inform them about EU policies. The European Commission, the European Parliament and the Council are obliged to consult
the Committee in policy areas affecting regions and cities. It can appeal to the Court of Justice of the European Union if its
rights are infringed or it believes that EU law infringes the subsidiarity principle or fails to respect regional or local powers.
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