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Ref: CAFÉ Target Setting & Policy Assessment WG Date: 16 December 2002
Contact:

Dear Mr Zuber,

UNICE COMMENTS ON TARGET SETTING AND POLICY ASSESSMENT WG DEVELOPMENTS

On behalf of the UNICE Air Quality Working Group, I would like to raise a number of points
by way of follow-up to the November 6th meeting of the CAFÉ Working Group on Target
Setting and Policy Assessment.

Indicators:
We appreciate all the effort by you and your colleagues to provide detailed feedback from the
various responses to the questionnaire. In particular we welcome the affirmation that
indicators should: be based on scientific findings; be robust; be built on those already
developed; and that they should be divided according to their purpose (progress
monitoring/policies development/IAM and Base Line modelling). Having said this we would
like to return to the two following issues:

Indicator Type/Appropriate Role: While Industry recognises the essential need to assess
environmental impacts, with the appropriate use of Impact Indicators, we see this as an
intrinsic part of the Risk Assessment/Risk Management process. This process is aimed at
establishing environmental targets such as Air Quality Limit Values or Target Loads/Levels.
However, when it comes to the assessment of existing/future policy using Integrated
Assessment Models, we believe the appropriate indicators are those relating to compliance
with established environmental targets such as AQLVs. These are akin to the concept of
“State Indicators” in your recent tabulation (October 23rd). Such a view underpins our
response to your questionnaire, our consolidated list of indicators that followed and our
presentation to you on October 16th. This distinction between the Risk Assessment/Risk
Management step and the subsequent policy development step was perhaps best illustrated
in one of the charts we showed on October 16th which is appended to this letter for clarity.

Number of Indicators: We were surprised to see the large number of indicators in your
consolidated list of October 23rd. especially in light of the recent Communication from the
Commission (COM (2002) 524) “Analysis of the ‘open list’ of environmental-related headline
indicators”. During the meeting you intimated that the list needed to be restructured to better
identify when, where and why a particular indicator was being used. We would therefore
appreciate further clarification on this matter as soon as possible.

Validation of Model Results:
During our TSPA meeting, the UNICE representatives present recall a comment that
comparison of modelled air quality with measured could not be relied upon as a means of
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validation because of concerns over the representativeness of measurements. While we
recognise the difficulties, we would point out that EMEP has utilised such an approach to
validate their modelling results for more than a decade. In addition, it forms the basis of
comparative work done by all Member States. Furthermore, such validation is an important
element of the acceptance criteria for the City-Delta work. It is also important in the
development of robust relationships between emissions and air quality for the IAM step. We
therefore consider such a validation process an indispensable component of the Programme.

Agriculture:
We remain uncertain as to how this important contributor to ammonia emissions will be
handled within the Programme and would appreciate further clarification.

Cultural Heritage:
Along with other stakeholders we recognise the difficulty in handling this concern within the
IAM framework. However, it may be worth exploring whether the impact on cultural heritage
could be handled in a similar manner to the concept of “ecosystem protection”. This would
involve treating a monument like an ecosystem, i.e. with its own attribution of a critical
load/level. The determination of such a level would form an additional part of the risk
assessment/risk management process.

TREMOVE:
Having had the opportunity to feed-back to our UNICE Air Quality Working Group members,
they have raised a question over the availability of TREMOVE in the overall IAM process.
Our representatives do not recall this being discussed at the TSPA meeting.  Given its use in
the second Auto-Oil programme, the group is aware that TREMOVE is already able to
provide the necessary level of disaggregation of road transport emissions and is supposed to
be further improved by inclusion of all transport modes.  We would appreciate an early
opportunity for further discussion on this important matter.

I trust the above provides useful further input and UNICE would be happy to enlarge on any
aspect should you so wish. Alternatively, if you would like a further meeting, I would be glad
to arrange it.

Yours sincerely,

Suzie Baverstock
Chairman of the UNICE Air Quality Working Group
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