
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
NGVA Europe communication to EC – DG GROWTH 

 

Revision of the vehicle emissions standards for Euro 7 Light Duty and Euro VII Heavy Duty 

Comments of NGVA Europe on the technology based scenarios formulated by the CLOVE 
consortium 

 

NGVA Europe would like to take this opportunity to provide comments to the Directorate General 
GROWTH on the revision of the vehicle emissions standards for Euro 7 Light Duty and Euro VII 
Heavy Duty. The EC commissioned the CLOVE consortium to develop technology based scenarios 
for new emission limits and testing protocols, providing feedback to stakeholders through the 
Advisory Group on Vehicle Emissions Standards (AGVES). 

NGVA supports the need to reduce the emission burden from road transport, especially in light of 
the projected growth in transport demand. NGVA also recognises the significant challenge 
represented by simultaneously aiming to improve air quality and meeting the EU goals for net 
zero carbon, all while ensuring that access to transport systems and services remains affordable 
for all citizens. 

Referencing the scenarios presented by CLOVE at the recent April 27th AGVES meeting, NGVA 
considers that the suggested emission limits and testing protocols could be interpreted by the 
Commission as having been demonstrated as technically achievable, necessary, and 
proportionate.  NGVA recognises that the Commission will undertake a full and thorough Impact 
Assessment, including cost benefit analysis, prior to releasing its final proposals.  NGVA expresses 
its concern that if final limit proposals and testing protocols are established without full 
consideration of the merits of NGVs, and the consequence of unnecessarily strict limits, then Euro 
7/VII would undermine the contribution that this sector can bring in terms of decarbonisation, 
offering the lowest CO2 abatement cost through biomethane. 

 

Any risk for the expansion of the NGV sector would also jeopardise the proven benefits of 
biomethane in reducing total GHG emissions, net reductions in overall methane emissions that 
result from expanded use of biomethane; benefits that are only accounted for if the Impact 
Assessment considers emissions beyond simply a tailpipe view, and considers the emissions 
profile of NGVs in relation to the full EU inventory.   

Risks to the NGV sector extend to the network of companies that operate in the value chain, 
companies that are bringing technological expertise in producing, supplying and deploying 
gaseous fuels to the automotive sector and extending that expertise to a potential future 
hydrogen economy. 

 

 



 

 

NGVA Europe (and its 114 members) would like to draw the attention of the EC to the following 
critical points: 

• About impact of methane emissions on air quality: 
 

o Although methane does play a role in air quality, it has a significantly lower Ozone reactivity than 
other VOCs. In addition, the contribution of road transport remains quite limited as can be seen 
in the graphs below.  
 

• About impact of methane emissions from road transport: 
o Within the EU inventory of methane emissions (CH4), the road transport sector is responsible only 

for a very small fraction.  
o Any GHG evaluation should be based on 100-year GWP, as is normally the case anywhere else, 

rather than 20 years, as also referred in the Renewable Energy Directive.  
o It is important to protect overall (WTW) CO2 reductions, and not risk increasing GHG in search of 

the very strictest emission limits.  At low engine NOx emission levels, combustion strategies that 
pursue the minimum CH4 emissions can result in higher CO2, with a net overall increase in GHG.  
Emissions limits for individual species should not be set at levels that could inadvertently increase 
GHG emissions.    

o For NGVs, tailpipe methane emissions are low, and are offset by reductions in methane from 
biomethane production. 

o Increased use of biomethane plays a key role in reaching the ambition of the Renewable Energy 
Directive.  
 

• About the technologies available 
o The data presented at AGVES on April 27th in respect of tailpipe methane emissions of Light Duty 

Vehicles does not include any data under cold start conditions, or extended operation. 
o No data has been presented to support the feasibility of methane limits of HD NGVs under 

extended operating conditions. 
o On specific limits – it is pointed out that CLOVE has proposed scenarios based on the projected 

performance of several technology packages for both LD and HDV. However, in the case of NGVs 
there appears to be an absence of testing to validate the performance of these technology 
packages with the unique requirements of gaseous fuels. 

o And as such, the proposed levels of individual regulation of methane in respect to a real lack of 
technical and/or economic viability of the prospective after-treatment technology packages, can 
put in great difficulty the capacity of the automotive industry (LDV as well as HD) for the horizon 
of applicability of the EU7 norms.  Therefore, natural gas and bio methane, could not be used for 
the mobility sector.  

Taking all these points into consideration, the proposed CH4 limits are unreasonably too strict and 
disproportionate.  

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

In fact, the following table summarizes the core properties of CH4 and other gases: 

  CH4 N2O CO NMOG 

MIR 0.014 
 

0.06 3.06 

GHG (100y GWP) 25 298 
  

Proposed limit (CLOVE 
scenario1) [mg/km] 

20 20 400 45 

 

The table shows that: 

 
 

• Compared to CO, CH4 has a lower MIR; despite this, it has a proposed limit 20 times lower.  
• Compared to NMOG, MIR of CH4 is more than 200 times lower; despite this, the CH4 limit is lower.  

 

As such the GHG contribution of CH4 should be simply taken into account, while Euro 7 regulation 
should focus only on pollutant properties.  

A critical point is also in respect to the approach to Particle Number, PN. Already with today's Euro 
VI stage E, PEMS-PN with 23 nm cut-off is challenging for many HD gas engines (hence the extra 
time allowed for PI engines for PEMS-PN). A lower PN limit AND 10 nm cut-off, as proposed by 
CLOVE, will be extremely challenging for the foreseeable measuring apparatus, that could thus 
lead to possible false detections. Large resources will likely be required to solve the technical 
issues and given most manufacturers' volumes of gas vehicles in relation to diesel, they could lead 
to investing only in diesel. Under the right regulatory framework, NGVs can contribute to 
improving air quality, reducing climate change impacts, and providing validated economical 
transport solutions. 

For these reasons, NGVA Europe sincerely hopes that the Commission considers limits carefully 
and avoids inadvertently setting limits, and testing protocols that could quite easily put at risk the 
NGV industry, together with the environmental benefits, economical transport solutions and 
thousands of jobs that it provides. 

 

NGVA Europe remains available for discussion or clarification of any specific points of this 
communication with the Commission. 

 

  



 

 

 

Additional Supporting Information  

The European CNG/LNG refuelling infrastructure counts today on >4.000 CNG, and >400 LNG 
stations, supporting Europe’s expanding NGV fleet, with also a rapidly increasing share of bio-
methane. 

As of 2020, more than 25% of the CNG/LNG European refuelling stations are already delivering 
bio-methane. This equates to a 17% average of all the gas used as a transport fuel, and continues 
to grow. By 2030, a European average of 40% bio-methane could be available to power the entire 
NGV fleet, currently predicted at more than 13 million vehicles. This will result in an overall GHG 
emissions reduction of 55%. NGVA Europe estimates that by 2030, there will be about 10.000 
CNG, and 2.000 LNG stations in Europe. 

NGVs are being deployed at scale in commercially demanding operations today, with increased 
use of biomethane. Analysis by Frontier Economics* show that gas mobility can help to contribute 
to reducing GHG emissions in road transport at comparably low system cost. In Light Duty, Gas 
mobility has a lower CO2 abatement cost than BEVs for all CNG and bio-methane fuel mixes. In 
Heavy Duty, LNG and bio-LNG mobility are able to offer near term decarbonisation at a low cost 
of carbon abatement. Gas mobility – in contrast to other drivetrain technologies which are less 
mature – is readily available on vehicle, infrastructure and fuel supply levels and thus quickly 
scalable now. Gas Mobility contributes to ambitious early GHG emission reduction by 2030 at low 
cost. *[Frontier Economics - CO2 Emission abatement costs of gas mobility and other road 
transport options - Report for NGVA Europe April 2021] 

The use of fossil CNG and LNG leads to curbing GHG emissions, on a Well-to-Wheel basis. The 
2017 Thinkstep study: GHG comparative emissions of fuels, shows that the GHG emissions of a 
CNG car (130.7 g CO2-eq/km) are 23 % lower than in case of a petrol car (168.7 g CO2-eq/km) and 
7 % lower than in case of a Diesel  LD vehicle (140.4 g CO2-eq/km). The WTW GHG emissions for 
HD Vehicles are 16 % lower than the Diesel baseline determined when considering CNG SI engines 
(908 g CO2-eq/km vs. 1,074 g CO2-eq/km). When using LNG in a SI engine, there is a WTW GHG 
reduction of 6 % (1,005 g CO2-eq/km). Taking into account new incoming HPDI engine technology 
for LNG applications, the benefit increases to 15 % (912 g CO2-eq/km). The use of bio-methane 
further decreases the carbon footprint, up to even negative carbon balance, or in other terms 
“carbon sequestration”. Directive (EU) 2018/2001 (RED II) reports GHG savings in case of use of 
bio-methane in transport which can go up to 200% compared to fossil fuel. 

About methane contribution to NGV tailpipe GHG - Data from the ThinkStep 2017 GHG study: 
GHG comparative emissions of fuels, and research data supplied to CLOVE from InnovHub, show 
that tailpipe methane emissions contribute no more than 1% to the overall tailpipe GHG of Light 
Duty NGVs. Methane contributions to GHG are similar for Heavy Duty, with slightly higher 
contributions from HPDI compared to SI, offset by greater savings in CO2. An NGVA Europe 
analysis suggests that the proposed CH4 limits for Euro 7/VII might only result in a reduction in 
GHG of just approximately 1.5%, if they are even technically achievable. In addition, this should 
be considered in the lens of WTW GHG especially when the already mentioned benefits of bio-
methane are accounted. 

 



 

 

It has been shown previously that tailpipe methane emissions from the NGV fleet are very small 
in contrast to overall EU inventories, and that they have a small impact on Ozone Forming 
Potential when compared to other VOC sources.  In addition to these points, increasing quantities 
of fuel are being sourced form biomethane feedstocks that are low carbon, lower methane, and  

 

in the case of manure feedstocks, negative methane in profile.  Indeed, just 1.8% biomethane 
from manure feedstocks would have sufficient negative methane emissions to offset the tailpipe 
methane emissions of the entire NGV fleet (based on JEC WTT Version 5).  In a broader 
perspective, if consideration was given to the full WTW emissions profile of fuels, then 
the amount of manure biomethane needed would be increased, but even then just 6% to 8% 
manure feedstock mix would be required to offset the full WTW CH4 emissions from the entire 
NGV fleet. 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

APPENDIX 

GHG comparative emissions of fuels 

Source: Greenhouse Gas Intensity of Natural Gas - Thinkstep 2017 

 

 

GHG savings in case of use of bio-methane in transport 

 

Source: DIRECTIVE (EU) 2018/2001 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 11 
December 2018 on the promotion of the use of energy from renewable sources (RED II) - ANNEX 
VI Rules for calculating the greenhouse gas impact of biomass fuels and their fossil fuel 
comparators] 



 

 

According to NGVA Europe and EBA, European Biogas Association, the production potential of 
renewable gas in Europe is estimated at 45 bcm in 2030. Out of this total production, 9 bcm will 
be used in transport. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Methane emissions by source 

 

 

 

MIR, Minimum Incremental Reactivity 
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Amount of manure sourced biomethane which would offset CH4 emissions 

 

 

 

Source: estimate from NGVA Europe Members. Based on JEC WTT v5 feedstock emissions 
characteristics 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 


