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The meeting was devoted entirely to the development of the new Clean Air for Europe (CAFE)
programme to be launched in March. It was chaired on behalf of the European Commission by
Peter Wicks (DG Environment Unit D3, sector Air Quality). The chairman started the meeting by
announcing that the Commission Communication launching CAFE would be prepared following
the meeting, with the intention being for the Commission to adopt it  in March.  He indicated that
the paper discussed at this meeting (Annex I) expressed the current intentions of the Commission
services regarding CAFE. Before starting the discussion he drew grateful attention to the
participation of experts nominated by the Directorate-General for Research and Technological
Development (DG RTD). The purpose of their participation was to allow input from the “scientific
community”.

&RQFOXVLRQV�IURP�GLVFXVVLRQ�KHOG�RQ����1RYHPEHU�����

The chairman drew attention to the conclusions concerning CAFE from the previous AQSG
meeting presented in the discussion paper. Three items of particular concern had been resources and
funding of the programme, links between CAFE and source-based measures, and issues relating to
“sound science”, transparency and stakeholder involvement. The report presented in the paper was
accepted as a fair reflection of the discussion held in November
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The chairman drew attention to the four objectives described in the discussion paper, and indicated
that the Commission also intended to add a fifth objective relating to the need to communicate the
results of the CAFE program to the public. This communication should go beyond facilitating
access to information from the public and being transparent, to having an active communication
strategy, geared towards involving and informing citizens on the results of CAFE.

There was concern from some of the participants that deposition and acidification were not
adequately spelled out in the objectives.  In response, the chairman clarified that he considered the
term “air quality” as simply the opposite of “air pollution” and therefore includes all effects
deriving from air pollution, including deposition, but agreed to spell this out clearly in objective 2.

Some delegates suggested increasing the scope of the CAFE program from the current
responsibility of Commission to develop and enforce legislation to include assistance in
implementation of directives, and devise additional methods to reduce air pollution. The chairman
agreed that some effort should be devoted to this and would reflect on whether this should be
referred to as a separate objective.

It was also felt by some of the participants that clarification of time frames and a more concrete plan
was desirable.  There was some confusion about the 2004 milestone stated in the paper, since the
first review was due in 2003.  The chairman assured participants that the 2004 target for an
integrated strategy did not imply any delay in the 2003 reviews.

The idea of adding an objective related to public communication was supported.  Industry
representatives also referred to the need to involve other European institutions such as the
Parliament.
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The chairman made the following comments in relation to the organisational structure outlined in
the paper.

• The least developed part of the organisational structure concerned the working groups, since it
was not yet clear which thematic working groups should be formed, when, and what their
precise mandate should be.

• It was more clear what the Technical Analysis Group should do. Its primary role would be to
ensure that the major technical analysis projects being carried out within CAFE would be well
co-ordinated. A subsidiary role would be to enhance the relationship between policy and
research, and in this context it was expected that it would help to address the need for an
improved two-way flow of information between policy and research.

• The current intention was to have two interservice groups rather than the one mentioned in the
paper. The first would be a general interservice co-ordination group with the two goals of 1) co-
ordinating the position of Commission services ahead of Steering Group meetings and 2)
fostering strategic discussion and consensus between Commission services. The second group
would be the sectoral co-ordination groups described in the paper, with particular focus on the
participation of the integration correspondents within DG Environment.

• As recommended by the consultants the Steering Group should become a forum for providing
overall strategic direction rather than detailed discussion of technical issues.

• Finally, it was recognised that it would be important to find ways to involve stakeholders in
technical discussions; this issue would be addressed in the discussion on sound science,
transparency and stakeholder involvement.

Representatives of the scientific community highlighted the importance of co-ordination with DG
RTD.

The participation of industry and NGOs in Technical Analysis Group (TAG) was a matter of
substantial discussion.  Representatives of industry pronounced themselves clearly interested in
participating in this forum as stakeholders. The Commission doubted, however, that this was
compatible with the stated role of the TAG to co-ordinate specific technical analysis projects being
carried out within CAFE. The Commission was supported by an NGO representative who stated
that, while stakeholder participation as well as the technical input provided by stakeholders is
important, this could not be efficiently achieved by participation of UNICE and EEB in the TAG.  It
was suggested that other fora such as the working groups or special technical meetings of the
Steering Group would be a more appropriate setting for stakeholder participation.  Ad-hoc AQSG
meetings could be organised to discuss specific technical matters and these meetings would be more
a more appropriate setting for providing input of stakeholder views.

There was a call for more concrete definitions and plans for both the TAG and the Working Groups.
A more concrete picture of where and how would decisions be made was also requested.
Participants wished to see a clear scope for the TAG and how it would relate to other groups such as
CLRTAP or EMEP. The chairman repeated his earlier comment that detailed mandates for the
working groups were still to be worked out, but resisted making detailed arrangements concerning
decision-making procedures given that CAFE would be a programme for technical analysis and
policy development, not for political decision-making. He agreed to discuss the details of CLRTAP
participation in TAG bilaterally with the CLRTAP secretariat.



While it was agreed important to avoid duplication of working groups and to be efficient, there was
some concern about the apparent intent in the paper to keep  the number of working groups “to a
minimum”. Several delegates expressed interest in setting up the working group on air quality
assessment and implementation.

The need to investigate how the results of technical analysis work carried out within CAFE could be
validated was briefly referred to, but was discussed at greater length in the context of sound science,
transparency and stakeholder involvement.
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The chairman drew attention to the information provided in the paper concerning the
implementation of the first objective (“strand 1”), and also referred to a relevant DG RTD-funded
project concerning integrated assessment that would kick off in February.

Participants drew attention to the importance of this issue and referred to the role of organisations
not mentioned in this part of the paper, such as the EEA. One participant suggested that the role of
implementation within CAFE should be clarified, and in particular that the effectiveness of the
directives themselves and not only the way they were implemented should be covered. Again it was
suggested that CAFE should include assisting the Member States in implementing the relevant
directives.

One participant suggested that the Communication should be more explicit on the priorities to be
addressed by CAFE, and suggested that health (in particular PM and ozone) and acidification were
the main policy priorities. It was important to improve modelling links between geographical scales
and ensure strong links with sectoral policies.

Some remaining concerns about the level of funding were raised: one delegate spoke of a
“prisoner’s dilemma” concerning the funding of crucial integrated assessment work.

There was some concern about the letting of contracts, which some participants felt should have
been subject to more consultation. In response the Commission referred to the legal and procedural
constraints concerning consultation on the preparation of calls for tender: while needs  can be
discussed in an abstract way the drafting of an open call for tender has to be done behind closed
doors. The EMEP chairman supported this explanation while emphasising the need for validation
mechanisms. Another delegate questioned why these contracts had been let before the launch of
CAFE; the chairman explained that they concerned technical analysis work that had to be done in
order for the Commission to fulfil its legal obligation to review certain directives, and which could
not wait for the launch of CAFE.

A representative of the scientific community queried whether expansion of  daughter directive
concepts (such as other receptors or substances) would be dealt with within strand 1. The chairman
expressed the view that this would be more of a strand 2 issue.

One delegated referred to the need to include updated cost data taking into account latest
information on pollution abatement techniques, such as the BAT reference documents for industrial
installations being drafted in Seville.

Finally, in response to some of the concerns raised, Markus Amann from IIASA confirmed that the
results of the work done within the context of the contract would, like all other IIASA work, be
publicly available.
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The chairman drew attention to the general plans presented in the paper for implementing strand 2,
and welcomed suggestions on how to make these plans more concrete.

There was concern on the part of some participants about the lack of a time-frame perspective.
There was also a recommendation to take into account the political developments currently going
on at the EU level, such as enlargement.

Some participants asked how cost-effectiveness would be considered in strand 2. Others pointed out
that the differences in exposure between ambient air and occupational settings is very large, and this
could bring up conflicts from workers collectives.  However, the chairman indicated that workers
exposure is not a competence of CAFE or DG ENV.
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The chairman drew attention to the comments presented in the paper concerning the resources that
would be needed for CAFE. These comments had been included in response to concerns raised in
the previous meeting on how the programme would be financed. In response to requests for more
detailed indications of resources available within the Commission  the chairman indicated that
around 4-5 people currently work on air quality issues within DG Environment and a request for 1-2
additional people had been made internally. He also indicated that the substantial expenditure on
meetings and studies related to air quality was likely to continue.  However, no firm guarantees
could be made until the internal management plan had been agreed.

To avoid excessive expense, it was suggested to look for alternative ways to exchange information,
such as electronic mail.  However, there was a clear call for caution against trying to reduce the
number of meetings to a point that would be incompatible with having a sufficient exchange of
information. It was agreed that a coherent and logical plan for meetings was necessary in order to
maximise efficiency.
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The chairman explained that the ideas presented in the paper were of high importance in the context
of resource efficiency as well as in their own right. The CLRTAP secretariat expressed clear
support for the proposed collaboration.  The need for high level co-operation and co-ordination was
also highlighted.

Some participants stressed the importance of considering the difference between programs such as
CLRTAP and CAFE.  While CLRTAP is deals with cross-border issues, the Community has greater
opportunity to address also local problems.  Participants felt that this difference should be brought
out in the Communication.

The need for co-operation with US and Canada was also mentioned. The Commission referred to
ongoing high-level discussions focusing on ozone and PM.
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The chairman explained that this section had been added to address concerns raised in the last
meeting. The rationale for excluding detailed development of sectoral measures from the core of
CAFE had been clarified in the context of the CAFE objectives, but this section was intended to
reassure participants about ongoing and planned activities relating to both the general integration of
environmental concerns into sectoral policy and specific emission reduction instruments such as



emission limit values. It also described in more detail the envisaged links between CAFE and these
sectoral activities, with particular focus on the sectoral co-ordination group discussed under
“organisational structure”.

Delegates were reassured by the paper and comments, while continuing to call for a clearer picture
of the role of CAFE in sectoral measures, as well as a definition of the priority sectors.  The
importance of sectoral measures was emphasised particularly in relation to the achievement of
emission ceilings and air quality thresholds.

Industry groups emphasised the need for an equitable balance among sectors based on cost-
effectiveness which they felt was in contradiction with an approach based on best available
techniques (BAT). The chairman emphasised that cost considerations were included in definitions
of BAT (in particular in the context of the IPPC Directive) and therefore felt there was no
contradiction between the two approaches. Another delegate referred to the need to take account of
the affordability of measures for those sections of society required to bear the cost, rather than only
looking at cost as such. It was also suggested that local authorities should be given a role.
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The chairman drew attention to the comments made in the paper concerning “sound science”, which
referred especially to the need to learn lessons from previous programmes. He also highlighted
certain commitments relating to transparency, and invited comments on the question of how to
organise stakeholder involvement, which had been raised earlier in the meeting.

Industry groups repeated their request to participate in the Technical Analysis Group, but several
Member States joined the Commission and the environmental NGO T&E in arguing against this, on
the grounds that TAG was a co-ordination forum and not the place to scrutinise or peer-review the
science. Industry groups expressed a willingness to participate pro-actively as technical contributors
to the programme, and were therefore concerned that the Steering Group would be too reactive a
forum for providing effective input. The Commission welcomed this willingness and ensured
participants that technical contributions would be encouraged and that mechanisms would be found
to allow their effect input into the programme. The idea of special technical meetings of the
Steering Group or a possible role of the working groups was mentioned again. In addition, it was
mentioned that the TAG might hold open meetings or workshops, and that where particularly
relevant work was being undertaken by stakeholders they could be invited to individual meetings.

A number of participants were uncomfortable with the use of the term “sound science” in a way that
seemed to imply that science could be 100% certain.  The inherent uncertainty of science was
emphasised. One participant suggested substituting this concept by “uncertainty management”,
while another referred to the need for a discussion on the “levels of evidence” needed for
precautionary policy measures, mentioning an upcoming WHO report on uncertainty.

The idea of an external group to conduct peer-review was re-examined. The Commission
emphasised the need to be clear on what existing bodies such as the US Health Effects Institute do
and don’t actually do, and suggested that the starting point should be a clear identification of what
kind of validation and peer review is needed in relation to the scientific advice used by policy-
makers.
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In view of the forthcoming enlargement of the EU the chairman  informed participants of the
intention to include candidate countries in the meetings of the steering group, pending resolution of
certain logistical questions such as financing, room size and manageability of meetings. In addition,
optimum national emission ceilings were being calculated for the candidate countries on the same
basis as those for existing Member States in the context of enlargement negotiations, candidate
countries were included in the geographical scope of technical work to be done within strand 1, and
reinforced links between CAFE and CLRTAP would also help in bringing those countries within
the scope of CAFE.
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The Commission drew attention to the forthcoming WHO/HEI workshop in Brussels, to be held on
March 6-7.

The chairman closed the meeting by thanking participants for the very constructive discussions, and
announcing that there would be a limited discussion on CAFE during the next meeting of the AQSG
on February 12-13.


