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1. WELCOME, ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA AND THE MINUTES 

1.1. Welcome:  

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 participants is attached. 
Apologies had been sent by Markus Amann, Marc Rico, Rob Maas and Duncan Laxen 
who could not participate in the meeting. Four experts had been invited to this meeting: 
Roel van Aalst (EEA), Jurgen Schneider (WHO), Heather Walton (Department of 
Health, U.K.) and Peringe Grennfelt (IVL, Sweden). The chairman welcomed the new 
members of the Working Group (Belgium and Slovenia). 

1.2. Agenda and minutes from the previous meeting 

The agenda was adopted. The minutes of the previous meeting were adopted with some 
minor modifications: 

– On page 4 Concerning ‘Cultural heritage’, it will be added that these studies 
are made under the auspices of the Convention on Long-Range 
Transboundary Air Pollution (CLRTAP). 

– The title will be changed (it was the ‘third’ meeting, not the first). 

2. WORKING GROUP WORK PROGRAMME, RELATED CONTRACTS AND STUDIES 

2.1. The CAFE programme 

A. Zuber made a presentation on the model development, the studies and contracts 
launched, and the next steps of the programme (see attached slides). According to the 
work plan the next half year will be focusing on the development of initial targets for the 
policy options runs of the integrated assessment model. The CAFE secretariat will give 
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an update by the end of the month for the SG on the work progress in CAFE and also 
produce a document to be distributed within CAFE. 

S. Jacobi presented the progress done by the Particulate Matter Working Group (see 
attached slides). A draft of the revised PM position paper (available on the CAFE 
website) will be discussed with stakeholders in Stockholm on 20-21 October 2003. 
Comments are welcome also from the WG on TS and PA, but these should be co-
ordinated with the stakeholders representatives in the CAFE SG. 

R. Van Aalst made a presentation of the work achieved by EEA on the indicators (see 
attached slides). An EEA report on the evolution (1990-2000) of air quality and related 
indicators will be published before the end of the year. 

R. Van Aalst made another presentation on the “SEC” (Street Emission Ceiling) 
feasibility study launched by EEA/ECT (see attached slides). The objective is to quantify 
the local, urban background and regional contributions to the air pollution levels in urban 
streets. A first interim report will be published in October and made available to the WG. 
Some initial results were presented (see attached slides).  

2.2. Discussion 

Work plan 

City Delta: a new contract will be signed for phase 2 in the coming days. The aim of the 
phase 2 is to integrate the City Delta findings on urban background concentration of 
ozone and PM into the RAINS model framework. 

On the transport baseline, an expert meeting is foreseen between the 13 and the 15 
October 2003 (1 day not yet fixed). Every national expert in transport modelisation is 
welcome (contacts: M. Vainio).  

SEC exercise 

The relationship with the City Delta project is not yet clear. It is foreseen to involve JRC 
more in the SEC exercise. This exercise is a feasibility exercise and the results available 
within short may indicate how the local dimension of air pollution in cities may be linked 
to the baseline and the policy options scenarios.  

Indicators 

The intention is to link the EEA “ex-post” indicators with those selected in the WG (“ex 
ante”). This would be possible for some of them (like emissions, air quality) but not for 
all due to different assumptions used and different objectives, notably for the ‘impact 
indicators’. A combined list (EEA “ex-post” indicators, CAFE “ex-ante” selected 
indicator) could be produced. In that prospect, the EEA list could be finalised by the end 
of September and then compared with the “ex-ante” list of indicators. 
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3. SELECTION OF TARGETS – DISCUSSION ON THE MEANING OF “SIGNIFICANT 
NEGATIVE IMPACT”. 

A. Zuber made a short introductory presentation (see attached slides).  

3.1. Environment 

P. Grennfelt made a presentation on the latest developments in the CLRTAP WG on 
Effects on the critical loads and levels concepts (see attached slides).  

Discussion: 

• New information on vegetation damage due to the ozone uptake “flux” may allow for 
an improved ozone Critical load. According to P. Grennfelt, there is already enough 
evidence that this approach is most appropriate for some types of vegetation, such as 
crops. There are still some difficulties concerning for instance the interaction with soil 
composition and the influence of deposition. As the CAFE programme has to deliver 
with a strict time schedule, the possibility of using the flux approach for the CAFE 
IAM must be clarified. 

• K. Harsham expressed some doubts about the possibility to already use the flux 
approach in CAFE, although P. Grennfelt, R. van Aalst, A. Graff and J. Schneider 
were more confident.  

• During the discussion (political negotiations) on the NEC Directive and the 
Gothenburg protocol, a common understanding on the environmental impact was 
reached. The new aspect of health impact may be covered in the CAFE IAM thanks to 
the PM effect on the mortality (L. Lindau). In a first assessment by WHO, as part of 
its “Systematic review of air pollution health aspects in Europe”, it appears that the 
impact of PM on mortality and life expectancy is large, leading to a shortening of life 
expectancy with up to 2 years which is comparable to the shortening of life due to 
traffic accidents1.  

• Major efforts will have to be made in order to meet the existing environmental 
objectives expressed as critical loads and levels, particularly for eutrophication which 
represents a real threat for biodiversity.  It is expected that large exceedeances will 
remain even for 2020 (P. Grennfelt). In addition, the existing critical loads are not 
integrating the “dynamic” effect which means that the environmental situation is even 
worse (C. Agren). For ozone and acidification, it is also possible to apply a similar 
“dose/response” relationship as for health impact (not for eutrophication) (P. 
Grennfelt). It was reminded by C. Agren that the 6th EAP refers explicitly to the 
concept of critical load as a long-term objective to be reached.  

3.2. Health 

H. Walton made a presentation on the meaning of ‘significant negative impact’ in terms 
of health effect. Her presentation gave the perspective of impact on both the population 
                                                 
1 Health aspects of air pollution with particulate matter, ozone and nitrogen dioxide.  Report on a WHO 

working group, Bonn Germany, 13-15 January 2003. Also available on 
http://www.euro.who.int/document/e79097.pdf 
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level and on the individual level. Several examples (PM, benzene, NO2) where given on 
how scientific findings had been used to set standards and used in AQ management. In 
particular Dr. Walton highlighted the case of reducing the risk for a few people in 
hotspots as compared to reducing the risk by a small amount for the general public.  

J. Schneider made a presentation on the WHO views (see attached slides).  Some of the 
pollutants are known to cause significant negative effect on human health. For many 
pollutants there are no apparent safe level of pollution that protects against adverse 
effects. The adverse effects range from subclinical effects all the way to mortality. The 
use of dose response relationships is now becoming an increasingly important tool in 
assessing health impact and designing effective strategies to protect human heath.   

Discussion 

• The use of sensitive group (e.g. children) for standard recommendation is difficult to 
achieve due to limited number of studies (and cases). But there are some examples 
(NO2 – 1 hour, based on the effects on the asthmatics). 

• The relationship between health impact and PM was discussed. The importance of 
following the impact on health of reducing PM pollution was highlighted. Studies in 
Dublin where hard coal was banned were mentioned (health impact). 

• It is important to have good knowledge of the uncertainties linked with the dose/ 
response curves. This uncertainty level must be kept in mind when passing from risk 
assessment to risk management in order to avoid inappropriate policies. It was 
mentioned that the level of uncertainty will be assessed by WHO (sensitivity 
analysis). 

•  A distinction should be made between pollutants for which it is possible to define a 
threshold and therefore a limit value, and the others (like ozone and PM) for which the 
dose/response curves are to be used (J. Schneider). 

• As mortality is one of the health effects calculated by the RAINS model, a question on 
using “life expectancy” in order to define limit values was raised. It was mentioned 
that there is not enough experience in setting limit value on the basis of life 
expectancy due to the difficulty in quantifying the “value of life”. 

• The opportunity of introducing the concept of morbidity in the IAM was discussed. 
The added value of the introduction of morbidity parameters (comparing to existing 
information on mortality) in the IAM will be better assessed thanks to the cost and 
benefits study recently launched by the Commission.    

• J. Rea pointed out that some prioritisation of the targets should be done.  

• According to J. Rea, it will be important in the Thematic Strategy to clarify how the 
targets and goals to be met are defined. A UK NGO (NSCA2) has considered an 
alternative approach for the concept of “limit value”, a paper will be circulated in 
autumn.  There is a clear need to distinguish “risk assessment” – referring to scientific 
approach and “risk management” depending on political decisions, for which 

                                                 
2 National Society for Clean Air 
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applicability and achievability are important (J. Rea and H. Walton).  K. Harsham 
reminded the importance of balancing the costs and the benefits before defining 
targets. Local, regional and global scale actions should be combined in order to meet 
the targets. 

• Hot spots: the importance of the hot spots in terms of public health was discussed. A 
“gap closure” approach could maybe be appropriate (J. Rea). The relative importance 
of the hot spots and the background concentration in terms of public health is still an 
open question (J. Schneider). Additional research is needed to better quantify this 
aspect (H. Walton).    

• R. van Aalst insisted on the fact that citizen perception should be introduced in the 
reflection.  

A. Zuber summarised the main points as follow: 

• There is a scientific underpinning “adverse effect” used in defining targets for health 
and environment. 

• A distinction between pollutants with and without threshold is appropriate.  

• The critical loads for the protection of ecosystems have been developed as a tool to set 
environmental targets. The concept of limit value should be clarified since the critical 
effect varies between the pollutants and giving different degree of protection. The 
limit value for NO2 is more protective than the limit value for PM.   

• There are similarities and differences in the approach followed for health and 
environment (e.g. not taking into account the “sensitive” zones – 5% of the territory). 

• The concept of “non significant negative impact” is linked with risk management for 
which a value judgement is necessary.   

4. CAFE AND THE THEMATIC STRATEGY – FIRST IDEAS. 

P. Wicks made a presentation on preliminary ideas for the future thematic strategy (see 
attached slides). The structure of the presentation was done in the form of 10 major 
questions relevant for policy making. However, these first ideas do not reflect the 
structure of the thematic strategy. 

Discussion 

• Most of the members welcomed the initiative of the Commission. Even if there still is 
a lot of information needed before writing the thematic strategy, it is interesting to 
launch the discussion now. 

• It is suggested to better distinguish between the main proposals and the details (J. 
Schneider).  A. Graff pointed out that a lot of the proposals presented are related to the 
revision of existing directives (in place of new initiatives).  

1. Principles of action:  
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• The idea of a hierarchy is seen as interesting by some member (concept already 
applied in DK), although others have doubts as the waste context is different (H. 
Walton).  

•  Some members insisted on other principles not integrated in the presentation such as 
“sustainability” (J.G. Bartaire, N. Stilianakis, A. Graff), the precautionary principle (J. 
Schneider, T. Pignatelli), “equity” (B. Niewejaers, J.G. Bartaire), and the way to take 
into account uncertainties (J. Schneider, J.G. Bartaire).   There was a demand to 
review existing NEC ceilings in order to ensure a better equity (B. Niewejaers). 

• Concerning subsidiarity, R. van Aalst felt that it makes sense that the Commission 
provides more guidance to the cities, as well as to help them to exchange their 
experiences. 

• The links with research should be integrated in the thematic strategy (J. Schneider).   

2. Objectives:  

• More clarification is required concerning the concept of “zone to be protected” (U. 
Torp).   

• Some members insisted on the necessity to ensure links and interaction with the 
climate change policies in order to promote cost effective actions for both policy areas 
(J. Rea, R. van Aalst, A. Graff, T. Blom, N. Stilianakis).  

• J.G. Bartaire was in favour of a clear common definition of the concepts of limit value 
and targets although R. van Aalst was in favour of a definition of “air pollutant”.  

• The consequences of non attainment of some limit values or targets should be detailed 
in the thematic strategy (M. Ogris).  

3. Technical measures: 

• The idea of a new ceiling for PM will probably not solve the PM problem (R. van 
Aalst). In addition, the usefulness of the ceilings was discussed by B. Niewejaers as 
assumptions on emission factors and activity levels are changing in the time. The idea 
of geographical (not depending on the States boundaries) and/or sectoral ceilings 
should be studied more in depth (J.G. Bartaire).   

4. Improve knowledge:  

• The purpose of improving the data quality should be explained (R. van Aalst). 

• J.G. Bartaire is not in favour of the idea of monitoring stations in the vicinity of major 
sources, although others think that the existing network and legislation should be 
sufficient to cover those situations (U. Torp, T. Blom). M. Gasperic is not in favour of 
a financing by the emitter (for data quality control reasons).  

• Model standardisation: this idea is considered as not necessary or difficult to 
implement or too costly for some members (U. Torp, T. Blom). Other supported the 
idea of a certain level of harmonisation, with a quality assurance procedure (A. Graff) 
or even a real standardisation (B. Niewejaers, M. Gasperic) allowing a comparison of 
the ambition level of the national programmes.  
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• Knowledge and awareness should be improved (C. Agren) in order to promote 
additional emission reduction actions.  

5. Simplify reporting: 

• The idea of a single management plan (integrating emissions and air quality) was 
supported by some (J. Rea, R. van Aalst, B. Niewejaers). The time scale should be 
discussed in details (J. Rea). R. van Aalst insisted on the links with health (links 
between AQ, emission and health), as well as on the exchange of experience between 
Member States.  

• The idea of single reporting procedure (to the Convention, EEA and the Commission) 
is supported (M. Gasperic).  

6. Improve transparency: 

• Cities involvement: as each MS has its own consultation procedures, it could be 
difficult to implement this idea (U. Torp).  

• Public consultation: J. Rea supported the idea, and explained what is done in UK in 
that field.   

7. Improve implementation: 

• J. Rea expressed some doubts on the possibility for the AQ policies to influence the 
CAP, even if the idea is supported.  

8. Avoid peaks: 

• The public dimension was highlighted by R. van Aalst. It is not possible anymore to 
just inform the population without taking any concrete measure against the peaks. In 
addition, due to climate change, the risk of peaks could increase in the future for some 
pollutants such as for ozone.  

9. Apply “polluter pays principle”: 

• B. Niewejaers, S. Sarkkinen and L. Lindau were in favour of a more extensive use of 
the economic instruments as proposed. The future place of emission trading as well as 
tax incentive at EU level should be raised in the thematic strategy.  

10. International context: 

• The necessity to engage other parts of the world in restricting emission was pointed 
out by some of the participants (J. Rea, N. Stilianakis, C. Agren).  A new “global” 
long range air pollution approach should be developed for some pollutants and the 
scope of the international agreement should cover aviation and ships (C. Agren). The 
influence on EU air quality of emissions originating outside the EU should be better 
assessed as well as the influence of the EU emission on the other countries.   

• The CAFE Technical Assessment Group (TAG) should be convened in order to 
discuss of the better co-ordination between international bodies (suggestion of R. van 
Aalst).  
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11. Other comments: 

• The link with the other thematic strategies should be detailed (A. Graff). This is the 
case for instance for the POP’s and the heavy metals covered by the “Environment 
and Health” strategy.  A better internal coordination in the Commission is required 
(M. Ogris).  

• J.G. Bartaire pointed out the necessity to better explain that the CAFE programme is 
not dealing with indoor pollution.  

Other written comments are welcome up to end of next week. A new presentation for the 
Steering Group will be prepared on the basis of the preliminary comments.   

5. ANY OTHER BUSINESS 

1. UNICE letter: The UNICE has raised concerns on the risk management step post risk 
assessment would be done outside the CAFE WG:s and SG. A. ZUBER made clear that 
the WHO will give a scientific review of existing findings on health effects of air 
pollution, whereas as the stakeholders consultations on target and limit values would be 
made in the Commission CAFE working groups, such as TSPA WG and SG. 

2. R. van Aalst will leave EEA and join the Commission (working on the “Environment 
and Health” thematic strategy) before the end of the year. He was thanked for his 
contribution to the working group.   

3. UNICE communication: J.G. Bartaire introduced briefly a new paper from UNICE 
called “Bridging Science and Policy Development in CAFE” (see attached slides and 
paper).  

4. Next meetings: 2 December 2003 and 17 February 2004.  

 


