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Minutes of the first meeting of the CAFE Working Group on
Target Setting and Policy Assessment held in Brussels on 30 January 2003

Draft 5 February 2003

1 Welcome and introduction

The meeting was chaired by the European Commission’s Directorate-General for the
Environment. The chairman, André Zuber, welcomed the members of the Target
Setting and Policy Assessment working group (TSPA WG). A list of attendees is
attached. Gerwin Dumont has written to announce that he will not participate
anymore in the working group. He will still represent Belgium in the CAFE steering
group. Apologies had also been sent from Rob Maas who could not participate in the
meeting. Two experts had been invited to this meeting; Roel van Aalst from the EEA
and Markus Amann from IIASA, the latter also contractor for the CAFE baseline and
IAM.

1.1 Adoption of the agenda

The TSPA WG agreed on the draft agenda.

1.2 Adoption of the Minutes

Minor modifications were proposed and accepted and have been integrated in the
minutes.
The point of view of UNICE on the list of indicator (considered as too long) and on
the discussion on harmful effects (not to be discussed in the present working group)
will also be integrated in the final minutes.

2 Update of relevant parts of the work plan for CAFE

André Zuber made a presentation on the updated working plan for CAFE and for the
WG in particular. The major changes are related with (1) the integration of the ex-post
evaluation (2) clarifications on the thematic strategy which is to be communicated
spring 2005 when the new enlarged Commission will be in place.

Three areas still need further clarification and/or work:

- The place of the heavy metals and POP:s in CAFE: the Commission is preparing
a communication on health and environment in which the problems of heavy
metals and POP:s will be at least partly addressed. On this basis, the role of
CAFE will have to be decided.

- The communication strategy of CAFE must be further developed for the coming
year.

- Integration of the research results in the CAFE work plan.



2

The CAFE work plan still aims at having the integrated policy advice prepared for
late 2004. Nevertheless, Markus Amman from IIASA pointed out that the proposed
work schedule is realistic only if the following information is available on time:

1. Emission inventories and NEC implementation plans: only about 6 MS have so far
fulfilled their reporting obligations despite the fact that the deadline was at end of
2002 according to the directive. Inventories on particulate matter which are not
covered by the NEC directive have to be reported not later than 15 February under
the UNECE Convention. EEA and IIASA will check in common the quality of the
inventories in detail.

The Commission has sent a reminder requesting this information for the 15 February
to the CAFE national focal points.

2. The success of the stakeholder consultation on energy and agriculture projections.
A first meeting is foreseen with the MS on 18 February 2003 in order to present
the results of the PRIMES model on energy. Two scenarios will be presented
integrating or not measures to meet the Kyoto objectives. The reactions of the MS
on those data are crucial in order to determine relevant activity levels for each
sector.  It seems that very few countries have launched discussions and projections
beyond 2010. A second round of consultation is foreseen on the basis of the
reactions of the MS.

UNICE disagreed with the proposed consultation procedure. In their view the energy
scenarios are crucial and the results of the PRIMES model are not yet available
although they should have been available last September. In addition, the integration
of a “Kyoto compliance” scenario is unclear for UNICE. In particular the UNICE
wants to be consulted in the same time then the MS. If this consultation is maintained
as presently foreseen, UNICE will react at an appropriate level.

The Commission reminded its engagement for the stakeholder consultation process.
The proposed consultation procedure follows from the fact that the ENERGY
OUTLOOK 2030 report is not yet publicly available from DG TREN. An early
consultation can therefore only be done with MS and only later with the NGO:s and
industry. The Commission will check this point with DG TREN. Apparently the
problem is limited to a question of timing, as these data will be published in the
coming weeks but not before the 18/2.

3. The participation of the countries in the EGTEI process: participating countries
are requested before the end of June 2003 to provide information on technology
development and associated costs in each emitting sector. These data will feed
directly the RAINS model. It seems that the involvement of MS and Industry is
very limited up to now.

UNICE mentioned that a meeting with both IFARE and CITEPA is scheduled on
February 13 to try to speed up the involvement of various industrial
sectors in the EGTEI process and for a better understanding of the process
by Industry.



3

4. Urban scale: additional financial means are needed for modelling development in
order to achieve the “City Delta” process in time. The initial objective was to
compare the use of 18 different models in 8 cities for ozone and particulate matter.
During the last City Delta meeting, it was reported that there is a lack of resources
and that only one city will be covered in time, comparing 3 to 4 models.

The need for additional cities – a minimum of four comprising at least one
Mediterranean city and Milano -was emphasised as well as priority to be given to this
problem.  The problem of the hot spots is not addressed in the City-Delta project.

The Commission will check whether it would be possible to put more resources and
pressure on the City-Delta project.

Concerning the review of the NEC and AQ directives that are foreseen in 2003/2004,
the Commission ‘s intention is to produce a report on the implementation of those
directives without necessarily proposing new limit value or ceilings. These new
values are directly linked with the CAFE process.

3  Indicators for CAFE

André Zuber presented the draft note prepared for the next steering group. The list of
indicators has not changed since last November. However, there are new findings to
consider for the CAFE indicators.

The new findings coming from the WHO review could be summarised as follows:

•  For ozone, it seems that the threshold approach is not valid anymore for the short-
term effects. This means that mortality and morbidity curves would be used in
order to assess health effects of ozone. There is no solid evidence to link ozone
long-term exposure to mortality and morbidity. Ozone exposure is considered as
less important in terms of health impact than PM.

•  Concerning PM, there is a confirmation that PM2.5 coming from specific sources
is more dangerous. Life expectancy reduction in Europe due to PM is estimated to
be up to 1 to 2 years. This means that PM may be considered as one of the main
driver for health protection policies for the CAFE programme. Furthermore, Black
Smoke is a good indicator of particularly adverse health effects of PM.

The WHO report will be presented at the next steering group, the draft document will
be available in the coming days. WHO is preparing new dose/response curves for
June 2003.  Another set of questions for WHO including possibly other pollutants will
be prepared in mid March. EEA referred to recent Netherlands studies on the
association of local high concentrations along busy roads and mortality (Hoek et al.,
the Lancet vol. 360 19 October 2002 pp. 1203-1242).

After a long discussion concerning the possibility to replace the notion of AOT 60 to
assess health impact of ozone by two other metrics linked with morbidity and
mortality, it was agreed to let the door open until WHO has produced its
dose/responses curves.  The AOT60 indicator is also an indicator to check the
compliance with the recently adopted directive.
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Studies made by EMEP and Italian research projects show that in Mediterranean
countries the AOT 40 is not a very good indicator for vegetation damage. Apparently,
the ozone damage may be overestimated in these countries.  However, alternative
methods, such as the stage-II approach, are in the end not better. The working group
on effects under the Convention is still working on this issue and their work is
followed by CAFE. More information including a new mapping is expected before
next summer.

The secondary particulate matter will be moved from the “Pressure” to the “State”
indicators. EEA is working with MS on aggregate indicators integrating secondary
particles calculated from the primary emissions.

Concerning cultural heritage, there are new studies on the relationship between air
quality and material degradation. These studies are followed in the CAFE context as
well as a study undertaken under DG Research (MULTI-ASSESS) which could be
used for Integrate Assessment at least for “sensitive regions” such as Italy or Spain.

For some countries such as France, the “grid scale” 50*50 Km used in RAINS is not
compatible with the availability of data. This has to be taken into account.

Other minor changes were accepted and will integrated in the list e.g. sustainable acid
deposition and use of hot spots as a possible indicator for target setting.

In order to improve the visibility of the list of indicators, it was agreed that:

•  The different objectives of – i. e. for what purpose they are used -the indicators
will be described in the cover note. According to EEA classification, the
indicators could be divided in the 4 following classes of objectives: (1) Target
setting for IAM (2) Communication to non-experts (3) Policy effectiveness and
progress monitoring (4) Integrated environmental approach.

•  In the list of indicators itself, each indicator will be linked with at least one of
these objective and information on data availability will be indicated.

This work will be done jointly by EEA, IIASA and the CAFE Secretariat before the
next steering group meeting.

4 CAFE Policy Scenarios.

André Zuber made a presentation of the ideas on different baseline scenarios and
policy options scenarios. Concerning the baseline scenario, the variants concern (1)
the implication of the climate change policies and (2) the possible non-compliance of
AQ and /or NEC directives. 3 main classes were discussed for the policy options
scenarios: (1) achieving environmental objectives and equity (2) European benefits
scenario and (3) technology scenario.

Generally, it was felt that without the first preliminary results from the CAFE baseline
it is difficult to have a more precise view on which policy options scenarios might be
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developed. The WG will therefore have to come back to the discussion at a later
stage.

The importance of non-technical measures as well as emerging technologies was
emphasized. Alternative scenario acting on the main “driving forces” levels such as
the sectors should be developed. Concerning emerging technologies, the Commission
envisages a specific complementary study with the EGTEI project and the work done
under the IPPC directive (development of BAT for each sector).

The options (1) and (3) seems to be more acceptable and practical for most members,
but this may be in contradiction with the necessity to test some European measures
such as fiscal measures at the European level.

It is explained that some hypothesis on key parameters such as population dynamics
and development and meteorological conditions (climate variability) are included in
the construction of the IAM.

Another scenario could integrate the possible influence emission coming from outside
Europe notably for ozone, methane, VOC’s, NOx. The shipping and aircraft
emissions scenarios will also have to be included. Interim and/or ultimate targets for
2010 should also be integrated.

The non-compliance option for the Baseline was also discussed. Some members
representing MS indicated that it will be impossible to reach in the legal delays some
of the ceilings such as NOx or AQ limit values such as those for PM and NO2 in the
hot-spots. For the NEC directive the non-compliance is partly due to new and
improved methods to estimate the activity levels and emissions. In this context, the
analysis of the most ambitious scenario may be less useful.

Concerning hot spots some members explained that the non-compliance problem is
more a question of respecting (comply to) the limit values within the time frame of
the directive. The additional costs could be to high compared to the potential benefits
of gaining a few years of AQ improvement in order to respect the directive. The
reports from MS to be produced by September this year under the first AQ daughter
directive should be used to have a global idea of the compliance level in the MS, even
if these reports will arrive late in the context of the baseline development.

The Commission explained that those directives were approved recently by the MS
and that the discussion concerns only the future and not what was accepted. The
impact of non-compliance will be taken into account in the context of the Baseline
development.

NGO’s representative emphasized that the non-technical measures have been and are
going to be applied giving more cost-effective measures than purely technical
measures. Also, in the discussion before approval of the directives by the Council a
number of countries overestimated their emissions.

IIASA explained that the RAINS model does not cover the situation in the hot spots.
The resolution of the City-Delta project is limited to 5*5 km urban grid.
Complementary work should therefore be developed in the CAFE context.
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IIASA will be in a position to estimate the probability of reaching specific targets.
This could open another round of discussion on the “acceptable” level of uncertainty
for key targets. In addition, the RAINS model will integrate GHG pollutants, which
will allow analyzing the mutual impact of climate change policies and AQ policies.

UNICE mentioned that they will forward a more precise note on this item later.

5 Ex-post Evaluation.

Michel Sponar made a presentation on the proposed methodology for the ex-post
evaluation in CAFE. The proposed methodology is divided in three areas following
the previous proposal.

Some members pointed out that due to resources limitations, other items to be
developed such as local scale, scenario development and new technologies should not
be forgotten. Other members explained the importance of ex-post evaluations in order
to take advantage of past experiences. All agreed that the topics to be studied must
directly be linked with the development of the thematic strategy. Most of the results
must therefore be available before end 2004.

The need for a sectoral approach was emphasized as well as the use of the experience
of the EMEP review process.

In terms of priorities, all the proposed items were mentioned except the point 1.8 on
“transparency”. More emphasize was put on the following items:

•  Costs and benefits evaluation and use of instruments (points 2.1 and 2.2). It is
explained that these items could be partly integrated in the study on impact and
benefits - see below. The influence of C/B studies in decision making should be
analyzed in some study cases.

•  Local scale and short-term measures- the item on statistics will be developed
below – point 6.2. The potential benefits from short-term or local measures should
be assessed.

•  Monitoring – a comparison of the monitoring strategies of MS was proposed. The
potential role of the National laboratory network was emphasized.

•  Reporting- the link with the noise directive was mentioned as similar information
is requested from MS as in the AQ field.

•  EU linked policies- the sectors of Transport and Industry will be added.
•  Respect of the directives.

On this basis, the CAFE secretariat will now launch the required studies, research and
compilations in order to gather the relevant information.

6 Terms of reference of the impacts and benefits
assessment.

André Zuber made a presentation on the main elements of the future study on the
impact and benefits assessment.
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6.1 General comments.

The timing of the phases 1 and 2 needs to be adapted in order to be consistent with the
CAFE work plan. Phase 3 will start after 2005 and will be reserved for additional
potential questions coming from the discussion in the Council and the European
Parliament on the thematic strategy.

The study appeared very ambitious for most of the members. Expectations from the
study should be more detailed in order to avoid a general study useless in terms of
implications for the CAFE program. As the fields to be studied are large and due to
limitation of knowledge for most of the items, it is proposed to prioritize the impacts
to be studied. The study will be concentrated mainly on benefits as the cost issue is
already covered in RAINS. A large consortium regrouping various areas of
competence will be necessary to be in a position to achieve this study.

6.2 Hot spots and local scale.

The problems of the local scale discussed. The need for a global approach of the hot
spots in the context of CAFE was emphasized. In the meantime, it is proposed to
remove this issue from this study on impact and benefits assessment. A new work line
must be developed in CAFE before this summer. The WHO results concerning the
relative impact on health of short and long term exposure will have to be taken into
account.

EEA proposed to work primarily on PM concentrations in busy streetsPtaking an
approach similar to those used by some MS such as Netherlands, France, Germany or
the UK for air quality assessment in the hot spots.  As it will not be possible to cover
all the hot spots in Europe, a compromise must be found between what is desirable
and possible. The effect of local and European level measures on air quality at a large
number of streets could be estimated from relatively simple model calculations based
on data on traffic volume, composition and speed, meteorological conditions and
typology of the streets according to their pollutant dispersion capacity. The simple
model could be selected from various models used by MS and should be evaluated in
a limited number of well-defined street situations. By comparing it with the actual
measurements and comparing it to results of more sophisticated state-of – art models
(Possible role of JRC). This approach could provide a more of less precise idea on the
emission reduction coming from both improvement of emission factors and traffic
flow limitation needed in order to respect the limit values. EEA will develop a note on
this item in the coming weeks. The essential role of stakeholders, including local
authorities and national experts in this process must be further developed. This
contribution from EEA is very welcomed and encouraged by the Members.

Some members pointed out that there is a risk of going too far in the details and that
indoor pollution should also be studied. Even if indoor pollution is important, this
issue is not in the scope of the CAFE program. Nevertheless, the exposure in the
street canyons must be assessed.
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7 Other business, future meetings

7.1 Next meetings

The next meeting will be held in Brussels on 12 September 2003. The 6 May meeting
is cancelled, as the first results of the Baseline will not be available at that time. In the
meantime, the necessity to make progress on the local and short-term issue is
emphasised. The members should be solicited to make further comments on this issue
before next meeting.

7.2 Other Business

UNICE letter to the chairman of the working group was briefly presented by Jean-
Guy Bartaire. Most of the remarks were discussed during the meeting and the answers
are satisfying the representatives of UNICE.

Michel Sponar
05 February 2003
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Clean Air For Europe
Experts on Working Group Target Setting and Policy

Assessment
30 January 2003
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