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The meeting was chaired by the European Commission’s Directorate-General for the
Environment, Unit C1 (“Air and Noise”). The agenda was adopted without comment.

���&$)(�:RUNSODQ�±�2YHUDOO�6WUXFWXUH

Prior to the meeting, the CAFE Secretariat (hereinafter referred to as “Secretariat”)1

had distributed a preliminary draft work plan in the form of a Readers’ Guide, two
flow-chart diagrams showing the overall structure, and a series of a tables listing the
expected and required technical inputs.

At the meeting the Secretariat presented the logic and the overall structure of the work
plan, emphasising that since CAFE is a multi-pollutant, multi-sectoral and
interdisciplinary  programme it is not possible to describe the work plan in such a
manner that is both comprehensive and easy to understand. The Sub-Group set up at
the first Steering Group meeting to assist the Secretariat in developing the work plan,
together with the Technical Analysis Group (TAG), had prepared the overall structure
of the work plan. Based on this structure, the Secretariat had prepared the more
detailed workplan.

The Steering Group agreed that all major building blocks were presented and thought
that the overall structure of the work plan was a good starting point for finalising the
detailed work plan for CAFE. It was emphasised that “horizontal issues”, i.e.
implementation, peer reviews, stakeholder consultation and public information, need
to be integrated to the work plan. The Steering Group members were asked to give
suggestions on how to do this efficiently.

Concerning information dissemination, the Secretariat asked the stakeholders to take
steps to disseminate information on CAFE as part of their air quality related
information. The Secretariat can try to have some key documents translated to
facilitate this.

���3ROLF\�'HOLYHUDEOHV

The Secretariat drew attention to the list of policy deliverables set out in the Readers’
Guide and emphasised that the deliverables due in 2004 (and the interim report due in
2003) should remain the focus for the development of the workplan.

                                                
1 As announced in the European Commission Staff Working Paper SEC(2001)688 accompanying
Communication COM(2001)245 on Clean Air for Europe (CAFE), the CAFE Secretariat is a small
project management team housed within the appropriate unit of the Commission’s Directorate-General
for the Environment. The role of the Secretariat is to provide overall initiative and leadership of CAFE,
to ensure coherence and integration of information, and to co-ordinate all activities under the work
programme including the organisation of meetings. For much of the meeting, the Commission
representatives at the meeting were functioning as the CAFE Secretariat and are referred to as such.
Where this is not the case (in particular during items 6 and 7, and part of item 9) they are referred to as
“the Commission”.



There was general agreement on these deliverables. The Secretariat explained that
steps such as implementation review, constructing a baseline scenario, target-setting
and identifying cost-effective sets of measures were not included in the list of
deliverables since they would be interim deliverables to be able to deliver the policy
guidance to the Commission in 2004. While monitoring implementation of relevant
directives is an integral part of CAFE, a more general review of the effectiveness of
existing EU policy (likely to be a requirement of the Sixth Environmental Action
Programme) may or may not form part of CAFE. The Secretariat will discuss this
issue and clarify this by the next Steering Group meeting.

Finally, participants noted that the timescale was very tight. The Secretariat agreed
that timing issues would be an important subject for discussion in relation to the work
plan (see item 5 below).

���3XEOLF�,QIRUPDWLRQ���6WDNHKROGHU�3DUWLFLSDWLRQ���3HHU�5HYLHZ

The Secretariat introduced the discussion by emphasising the distinction between
these three important issues. Public information has to do with ensuring transparency
and involving citizens directly e.g. by making available information on real-time
pollution levels. Stakeholder participation has to do with acquiring knowledge and
gaining trust and acceptance from the main interested parties. Peer review has to do
with ensuring the validity of the technical information used within CAFE. While
stakeholder involvement should help with this, the two (equally important) goals
should nevertheless be clearly distinguished.

The Secretariat accepted that the draft work plan was not yet developed in regard to
all of these issues, and also more generally with regard to the process of synthesising
technical information into a form that is useful for decision-making. The Secretariat
requested concrete ideas and suggestions on how to ensure that these aspects would
be adequately addressed.

On public information the Secretariat pointed out that Member States could help, for
example by linking city web-sites. The ozone web-site (discussed under item 8) was
cited as an example of what can be done. The need to analyse the information needs
of the target groups and learning from how other DG Environment units carry out
public information was mentioned.

On stakeholder participation the need for all Member States and stakeholders to be
able to participate in technical discussions at an early stage of the programme was
emphasised. Technical meetings of the Steering Group were seen as a promising
solution. Password-protected web-sites (such as used in the context of Water
Framework, IPPC and AutoOil II) were also mentioned as a possibility. The
Secretariat will assess the feasibility of different technical alternatives and come back
to this issue in the next Steering Group meeting.

The role of the Technical Analysis Group (TAG) was raised as at previous meetings.
It was clarified that the group’s role involved technical co-ordination, not political
decision-making, but that stakeholders could be invited for discussions where they
could make a technical contribution. It was not generally felt that a full Terms of



Reference would be necessary for the TAG but that it would be helpful to clarify the
purpose of TAG.2

On peer review it was agreed that publication of peer-review articles on technical
work carried out for CAFE should be encouraged but should not be a prior
requirement for the results to be used. Communication between modellers (e.g.
through model intercomparison) was seen as important and it was emphasised that full
advantage should be made of stakeholder experts.

Workshops were seen as a useful way to conduct peer review and stakeholder
participation. Another way mentioned was giving the opportunity to comment on data
used within CAFE. Some of the most sensitive areas were felt to be cost curves,
choice of baseline, emission data, and data concerning pollution hot-spots. Deciding
on the appropriate ambition level was a matter to be discussed in open discussions.

���&$)(�:RUNSODQ�±�7HFKQLFDO�7DVNV

Before entering a detailed discussion of the draft work plan the Secretariat
emphasised its preliminary nature. As a complement to the tables that had been
distributed before the meeting the Secretariat also used MS Project GANTT charts to
present the work plan.3

One of the most important issues to agree on was which technical inputs should be
considered as being on the critical path for CAFE, i.e. essential steps which cannot be
delayed without delaying the whole programme. In addition, it was necessary to
compare expected inputs with those needed to produce required outputs   to see what
the remaining gaps were. Finally, the overview GANTT chart clearly showed
potential scheduling problems in relation to the delivery date of 2004.

With this in mind, the Secretariat proceeded to present and lead a discussion on each
of the individual task categories. The following paragraphs summarise the main
elements of the discussion.

�D��$VVHVVPHQW�RI�+HDOWK�DQG�(QYLURQPHQWDO�(IIHFWV

Concerning health effects, a representative of the World Health Organisation (WHO)
described the work to be carried out by the WHO on contract to the Commission
regarding review of the evidence on the effects of air pollution on human health.4 He
also pointed out some discrepancies between the timings set out in the Secretariat’s
presentation and the WHO’s expectations.

There was a strong call from the meeting for the work to begin as soon as possible.
Particulate matter, tropospheric ozone and nitrogen dioxide were mentioned as

                                                
2 Attention is drawn to the descriptions provided in the staff working paper referred to in footnote 1,
which states that the TAG “will co-ordinate the technical analysis work carried out within CAFE…as
well as helping to focus research agendas to be more policy-relevant”.  The working paper also clarifies
that “the TAG [is] not expected to undertake all technical analysis work needed for CAFE”, and that it
should be “open to input from stakeholders via the steering group and other groups within the CAFE
structure as appropriate”. The role of the TAG is thus essentially one of co-ordination, including
helping to build links with the research community.
3 GANTT-chart presentation distributed together with these minutes.
4 WHO presentation distributed together with these minutes.



priority pollutants for study. It was also pointed out that a clear stakeholder process
was needed to convert WHO guidance (which may, for example, take the form of
dose-response relationships) into policy decisions regarding the required ambition
level for air quality improvements (see item 5(d) on target-setting).

Part of the discussion focused on whether there was a need for a working group to  on
the health effects of air pollution, to help in the process of moving from WHO
guidance towards policy advice and if so what form it should take. Some delegates
saw a case for a group with a horizontal mandate in order to ensure good co-
ordination of the work. Others questioned the need for a special group and preferred
groups  which would synthesise information on all the scientific and technical aspects
of specific pollutants, especially particulate matter.

Concerning other effects, a representative of the UN/ECE Convention on Long-Range
Transboundary Air Pollution (CLRTAP) stressed the preliminary nature of their
work-plan relating to effects, and the many uncertainties involved. He felt that some
of the dates in the CAFE workplan seemed unrealistic and that it would be impossible
to accelerate the work of the Convention. The Secretariat acknowledged that there
were timing problems here and agreed to discuss bilaterally with the CLRTAP
Secretariat and Working Group Chairmen how they could be resolved.

�E��%DVHOLQH�VFHQDULR

The Secretariat presented the technical steps to prepare the baseline emphasising that
the preparation of the baseline is a very important task since it involves judging how
current air quality related legislation will be implemented in practice and how
legislative work in other areas (e.g. climate change, energy and agriculture) would
affect the baseline. The Secretariat noted that in addition to the preparation of the
CAFE baseline, there are four additional, and probably parallel, processes where the
baseline is being developed: i) Energy Outlook for 2030, ii) baseline trends for
transport up to 2020, iii) baseline projections for greenhouse gases up to 2010 and
beyond and (iv) agricultural emissions (up to 2010). All agreed that it is vital to
ensure that the common characteristics of these baselines were well co-ordinated (e.g.
that the population and GDP forecasts were same, or at least similar, and that they
would be in concordance with the output growth of different sectors). Also the
external assumptions (e.g. world market prices of oil and coal) should be same.

In the discussion it was noted that it will be very important to show transparently what
is (and is not) included in the baseline. Further, all agreed that the issue of
implementing the Kyoto Protocol would be difficult to tackle as a baseline issue (e.g.
what is assumed about international emissions trading, and what is assumed to take
place after 2012). Some questioned the validity of extending the baseline up to 2020.
Also it was emphasised that it is important to receive the emission data from Member
States on time. Steering Group members were asked to help in seeing to it that this
occurs.

The Steering Group agreed to the approach taken to develop the baseline. All agreed
that it is important to develop the baseline in a transparent manner involving Member
States and other stakeholders at crucial steps. The Secretariat requested the Steering
Group members to suggest which would be these crucial steps (e.g. events like



workshops), and how the validation could be carried out smoothly (through which
channels).

��F��'HYHORSPHQW�DQG�LQWHJUDWLRQ�RI�PRGHOV

The Secretariat pointed out modellers’ general need for data from Member States on
emission and concentrations in order to develop and validate their models.  Even
interim data would be useful in helping them make rapid progress. Participants’
attention was drawn to the need to agree the format for reporting emissions to EMEP
as quickly as possible and subsequently to provide data for the year 2000 in this
format.

On atmospheric modelling, there was some technical discussion concerning
meteorological fluctuations and a renewed plea to take better account of the specific
characteristics of the Mediterranean region. A CLRTAP representative gave
explanations concerning the EMEP atmospheric model. Denmark offered to provide
modelling expertise in support of CAFE.

On integrated assessment modelling, a representative from the International Institute
for Applied Systems Analysis (IIASA) pointed out that RAINS would not necessarily
be able to cover all pollutants, nor could it cover peak and road-side concentrations or
compliance with daughter directives, so additional  tools would need to be found. The
need to include as many models as possible in model inter-comparisons was
mentioned. Agricultural and transport sector models are needed to complement
RAINS in these aspects.

��G��1HZ�7DUJHW�6HWWLQJ

The Secretariat stressed the many interactions between target-setting and other tasks.
The need to identify early on which pollutants should be prioritised for target-setting
within the first cycle of CAFE was mentioned. With regard to timing WHO confirmed
that they would be working on several pollutants in parallel with respect to health
effects advice. The timing of setting new targets was seen as critical: on the one hand
it would need to wait until sufficiently clear guidance on effects had been obtained; on
the other hand it needed to take place as early as possible in order to steer the
integrated assessment modelling.

���'UDIW�3URSRVDO�IRU�D��WK�'DXJKWHU�'LUHFWLYH

Several written comments were received on the draft proposal for a fourth daughter
directive covering heavy metals, poly-aromatic hydrocarbons and mercury that was
sent to the Steering Group by the end of July. The following key items were discussed
at the meeting.5

− Derogation at hot spots. The wording of the first draft was considered
misleading. A revised text was introduced at the meeting that found broader
support as it avoids conflicts with the directive on integrated pollution prevention
and control (IPPC).

                                                
5 MS Powerpoint presentation by the Commission distributed together with these minutes.



− Limit values and long term objectives. While there was broad acceptance that
the proposal should set binding limit values and not only target values, some
scepticism was expressed concerning the proposed long-term objectives. The
Commission explained that the aim of the long-term objectives is to follow the
concept of an excess risk of one in a million even where this is not feasible for
setting a limit value. There was some concern if long-term objectives should be
set that are below current background values.

− Deposition. The importance of setting a limit value for deposition was stressed
by some members. However there was general agreement that the lack of a
consistent view might delay the acceptance of the current proposal and that a
consistent approach to address deposition should therefore be developed under
CAFE.

It was agreed that further comments would be handled on a bilateral basis. Any
discussion on mercury was postponed to the next agenda item.

The Steering Group felt that further discussion on the proposal would be necessary.
The Commission agreed to set up an additional meeting before getting the proposal
adopted. Any comments on the current draft should be sent as soon as possible.6

���3RVLWLRQ�3DSHU�RQ�0HUFXU\

The final draft of the Position Paper on mercury was introduced by the Chairman of
the working group, Dr. Nicola Pirrone. The final text—apart from chapter 7—was
accepted by the Steering Group. The paper was appreciated as an extensive and
excellent summary of the mercury cycle in the environment and associated problems.
Thanks were expressed to the Chairman and the WG for their excellent work.

It was agreed that Chapter 7 of the Position Paper would be revised to give more
emphasis on the European situation. The final text will be made available on the
Commission's webpage as soon as possible. Printed copies will also be prepared.

Following the recommendations of the Position Paper the Steering Group prefers not
to set a limit value on mercury at the present time. Several members of the Steering
Group did not agree to the recommendation to set up a mandatory monitoring network
for concentration and deposition of mercury.

���2]RQH��(($�ZHEVLWH�DQG�DQQXDO�UHSRUW

Roel van Aalst presented the concept of a European Environment Agency (EEA)
website providing up-to-date ozone levels to which Member States should forward
their data. It was once again stressed by delegates from Member States that the data
must be indicated as provisional. A test site will be made available in the near future.

The draft annual report on summer ozone concentrations had been made available to
the Steering Group before the meeting. Apart from some minor requests for adaption
and changes there was some concern that the study on weekend effects included in the
report might be misleading in that a shows no benefits or even increasing ozone

                                                
6 A meeting is fixed now for the 19 Nov. An updated draft will be circulated by 5 Nov



concentrations from reducing precursors. It was proposed that the annual report
should only focus on data reporting and not include any studies going beyond this.

���,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ

:RUNLQJ�*URXS�RQ�,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ

The draft Terms of Reference (ToR) for the CAFE Working Group on
Implementation were adopted with only slight modifications.7 Several Member States
expressed their interest in sending representatives to the group. The Secretariat
emphasised that the group should be considered a real "working group" providing
input to the Steering Group. It should not be seen as a discussion forum. The first
meeting of the group will take place on 29-30 October when the detailed work plan
will be drafted for discussion at the Steering Group meeting in December.

*XLGHOLQHV�IRU�30�����VDPSOLQJ�PHWKRG��$QQH[�,;��9����������(&�

The Commission had intended to produce guidelines on a provisional reference
method for the sampling and assessment of PM2.5 by 19 July this year. As the work
of the corresponding CEN Working Group is delayed the Commission was not in the
position to do so. It will come up with a proposal as soon as possible.

*XLGDQFH�RQ�HTXLYDOHQFH�RI�PRQLWRULQJ�PHWKRGV

With the support of CEN TC264 the Joint Research Centre’s Institute for
Environment and Sustainability (IES) will fund a small working group to draft a
concise guidance paper. The state of play was presented by Don Munns and Emile de
Saeger.8

6WDWH�RI�5HSRUWLQJ�XQGHU�H[LVWLQJ�$4�OHJLVODWLRQ

The Commission pointed out that some Member States had not yet sent the three-
yearly report under the "old" air quality directives that was due September 2000.
Reporting on preliminary assessment under 1999/30/EC also is not complete (due
January 2001). The Commission will send reminder letters in advance of launching
infringement procedures.

����,QWHJUDWHG�$VVHVVPHQW

The discussion on integrated assessment was divided into two parts: firstly, a general
discussion on the basis of the note prepared by the TAG on the role of integrated
assessment within CAFE that had been distributed prior to the meeting; secondly, a
more detailed discussion based on the relevant part of the draft work plan.

5ROH�RI�,QWHJUDWHG�$VVHVVPHQW�ZLWKLQ�&$)(

The Secretariat explained the thinking behind the note prepared by the TAG,
emphasising the crucial difference between integrated assessment SHU� VH (which is
actually carried out in most parts of CAFE) and integrated assessment modelling (IAM),

                                                
7 Revised Terms of Reference distributed together with these minutes.
8 MS Powerpoint presentation by Donn Munns distributed together with these minutes.



which supports the integrated assessment. Given the time required to get the models to
work in a harmonious manner that work needed to be started early. The Secretariat noted
that the valuation of benefits was important but that it approaches the frontiers of our
knowledge. Therefore values of benefits need to be used as supplemental information as
part of the integrated assessment. Multi-criteria analysis (MCA) could provide a good
framework for disseminating complicated qualitative information. Thus, MCA
framework should be developed in the CAFE context. Finally, the Secretariat
highlighted the importance of including the most important ancillary benefits and dis-
benefits to integrated assessment in particular in the areas of climate change, energy,
transport, agriculture and water policies.
Finally, it was noted that the further developed RAINS model is not going to include the
valuation of benefits as part of the model while MERLIN intends to do so. Thus, CAFE
should build in its work plan an inter-model comparison of the models themselves and in
particular of the results. This implies that the baseline assumptions of the models (see
above agenda item 5(b)) need to be the same.

During the general discussion it was pointed out that distributional, employment and
other aspects should be included in the integrated assessment framework as well as they
practically9 can. One participant stressed the need to keep the integrated assessment as
simple as possible and to avoid giving an “illusory” perception of the scientific
robustness of the results. Participants agreed that integrated assessment was a central
task for CAFE, and in comparison to integrated assessment within CLRTAP would need
to look more at local issues. The problems associated with valuing benefits were
emphasised. Industry representatives emphasised the need to be transparent concerning
the assumptions made and to ensure accessibility of models. Member States reiterated
their wish to have the possibility to comment on the use of their own data in the CAFE
Programme (see above discussion under agenda item 4 on stakeholder participation/peer
review). The Steering Group supported the approach taken by the Secretariat in
relation to ancillary benefits and noted that in order to carry out such analysis well,
the tools (i.e. models) need to be adapted for such purpose and this needs to be
considered in the CAFE work plan.

,QWHJUDWHG�$VVHVVPHQW�LQ�WKH�GUDIW�ZRUN�SODQ

Introducing the more detailed discussion on the draft work plan, the Secretariat noted
that all potential bottlenecks on the critical path would affect when integrated
assessment could begin in earnest and emphasised key decisions that needed to be
made. One of these was the relationship between CAFE and the CLRTAP Task Force
on Integrated Assessment Modelling (TFIAM). While some stakeholders do
participate actively in TFIAM,  participation by others has so far been fairly limited.
If CAFE was to rely substantially on TFIAM it would therefore be vital for all
stakeholders to participate more actively than is currently the case. It was also
necessary to consider how to deal with pollutants not currently covered by RAINS. A
third issue was the need to ensure that the work plan covered all the obligations on the
Commission contained in existing legislation (listed in Table 7 of the draft work
plan). This would need to include ways to tackle hot-spot issues, for which an

                                                
9  For instance, if employment aspects are deemed important, they should be analysed, and
distributional aspects can refer to different issues (among Member States, among Sectors, among
income groups), some of which are easier to deal with than others.



optimisation method might not make sense. Finally, the Secretariat suggested that
cost-optimisations should focus on targets for pollutants which posed problems over
wide areas.  The results should then be checked to see if targets were also met for
pollutants  such as CO and benzene which were now problems mainly in hotspots,
and work done on potential additional action if they were not.

Participants agreed that any reliance on TFIAM would require greater participation of
stakeholders. Given the similar scientific underpinning of CAFE and CLRTAP it was
agreed that TFIAM discussions could indeed help to steer integrated assessment
within CAFE and that no CAFE working group should be set up at present.  But it
was also felt that a separate mechanism for stakeholder discussion within CAFE
would eventually be necessary. The idea of holding special technical sessions of the
Steering Group was again mentioned. It was agreed that no final decision on the
mechanism needed to be taken yet but the door should certainly be left open for a
Working Group to be convened at a later stage. It was considered important to avoid
the Working Group on Implementation being used for this purpose.

In terms of pollutants to be covered in the optimisations, transboundary pollutants
were emphasised but it was also pointed out that in the Community context local
pollution could also be a key policy driver given the transboundary character of
emission sources (products).

In conclusion, the Secretariat reemphasised the need for Member States and
stakeholders to participate actively in TFIAM and for discussions held there to be fed
back to CAFE, while accepting that this would need to be complemented by separate
discussions within the CAFE structure.

����,QWHUDFWLRQ�ZLWK�UHVHDUFK

The Secretariat drew attention to the relevant section of the Readers’ Guide and the
need to reinforce the link between CAFE and the research community. This link
would be made more explicit in the draft work plan to be presented in December. The
link needed to be two-way, with prompt information from the research community on
work that would provide a fundamental input to policy, and a clearer steer from policy
about research needed to support policy for the next cycle of CAFE (post-2004).

There was no discussion on this item.

����&ORVH�RI�PHHWLQJ

The Secretariat closed the meeting by announcing that the next Steering Group
meeting to discuss the CAFE work plan would be held on 10-11 December 2001. In
view of meeting room availability it had unfortunately been impossible to avoid the
clash with the CLRTAP Executive Body meeting on 11-14 December. However,
every effort would be made to hold the most important discussions on the first day. In
addition, a separate Steering Group meeting might be held for a final discussion of the
proposal for a fourth daughter directive.10 The Secretariat also announced its intention
to hold a joint meeting of the TAG and the sub-group set up to assist in the
development of the work plan in mid-November. Written comments on the draft

                                                
10 This meeting has since been confirmed and will take place on 19 November 2001.



workplan were requested by the end of October. All presentations made during the
meeting would be sent to participants in electronic format.


