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What would have been road transport emissions in 2005 if the technological development of EU standards stagnated at Euro level 1 or at level 3 in Europe and elsewhere?What would have been road transport emissions in 2005 if the technological development of EU standards stagnated at Euro level 1 or at level 3 in Europe and elsewhere?
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EU3  – All EU1  – All 

00
7

es
, 2

0

Contact:EDGAR Project team: 

un
iti

e

edgar info@jrc ec europa eu
j

G Janssens Maenhout M Muntean A Hajdu V Pagliari A M R

om
m

u edgar-info@jrc.ec.europa.euG. Janssens-Maenhout, M. Muntean, A. Hajdu, V. Pagliari, A.M.R. 

an
 C

o EC • Joint Research CentrePetrescu, R. Abad-Vinas, J. Wilson, D. Guizzardi, A. Orive-Meijide, 

op
ea

Institute for Environment & SustainabilityJ J G Olivier (PBL) J A H Peters (PBL)

©
 E

ur
o Institute for Environment & Sustainability

Cli t Ch & Ai Q lit U it
J.J.G. Olivier (PBL), J.A.H. Peters (PBL) 
A k l d d J A d U D i S M i B M h G O i i© Climate Change & Air Quality UnitAcknowledged: J. van Aardenne,  U. Doering, S. Monni, B. Murphy, G. Oreggioni


