
 

  

MINUTES OF THE 11TH TARGET SETTING AND POLICY ASSESSMENT WORKING GROUP 
MEETING HELD IN BRUSSELS 4 FEBRUARY 2005  

(DRAFT-SHORT FORM -14 MARCH) 

1. WELCOME, ADOPTION OF AGENDA AND MINUTES FROM THE 10TH MEETING   

The meeting was chaired by Andre Zuber. He especially welcomed the selected members 
of the WG on Particulate Matter that joined this meeting.  

The draft agenda with an amendment of 3 short presentations by Members of the WG.  

The members of the WG were asked to send comments on the previous minutes within a 
week. There were no immediate comments.  

2. FURTHER RESULTS OF THE RAINS RUNS, INCLUDING THE ANALYSIS OF FURTHER 
ROAD MEASURES  

Markus Amann from IIASA presented new results of the modelling exercises, based 
inter alia on the advice from the last WG meeting. An updated version of the report is 
available through the CAFE interest group on CIRCA1. The new elements added were 
the following: 

- Validation of PM source-receptor relationships 

- Inclusion of provisional “City-Delta” results (still possible to improve) 

- Analysis of illustrative assumptions on future traffic related emission reductions 

- Baseline costs corrected (no influence on optimisation results) 

“City-Delta” now has been integrated in the optimisation runs of RAINS, some 
unresolved problems still remain in cities with harbours and medium-size cities divided 
on two or more grid squares. The City Delta findings still need to be fully confirmed and 
validated.  

Some members commented on the partly very small “urban increment” modelled and 
sometimes rather small differences between the urban increment of different cities. A 
possible explanation of this result could be laying in population maps used and in the 
influence of wind speed.  

                                                 
1http://forum.europa.eu.int/Public/irc/env/cafe_baseline/library?l=/cafe_steering_groups/steering_

21-22_february&vm=detailed&sb=Title) 

http://forum.europa.eu.int/Public/irc/env/cafe_baseline/library?l=/cafe_steering_groups/steering_21-22_february&vm=detailed&sb=Title
http://forum.europa.eu.int/Public/irc/env/cafe_baseline/library?l=/cafe_steering_groups/steering_21-22_february&vm=detailed&sb=Title


The presentation further on considered three concepts of target setting: 

1. uniform “capping value” for air quality  
(bring down PM2.5 everywhere below a set value) 

2. Gap closure concept: 
Reduce PM2.5 levels everywhere by same percentage of the scope between baseline 
and maximum feasible reductions 

3. Maximise total health benefits in Europe for a given European budget constraints, 
disregarding the location of the benefit. 

Known caveats are that the model only includes primary anthropogenic and secondary 
inorganic particles and it does not cover “hot-spot” situations (where limit values are 
most difficult to achieve).  

Following the model results, it implies that PM2.5 concentrations below 15µg/m3 are not 
achievable everywhere with the measures at hand in the RAINS model. 

The main conclusion was that the different target setting approaches lead to quite 
different distributions of costs and benefits for EU as whole. Overall the capping value 
and the gap closure approaches lead to similar cost-effectiveness (emission control costs 
versus years of lost live) whereas the approach of a European target ended up with higher 
cost-effectiveness.  

Markus Amann pointed out that the RAINS model (including City Delta) under predicts 
PM 2.5 concentrations as compared with monitoring data in some cities. However, 
overall the model was fairly well picking up the urban increment.  

Because the cost-curves are becoming increasingly steep with increased environmental 
ambition level it was recommended to carry out sensitivity analysis in order to check 
conclusions and robustness. 

Whereas the EU-wide approach appears to be the most cost-efficient one, it is 
acknowledged that it cannot address “equity”, or the need to ascertain a minimum 
standard of air quality.  

Because of the nature of PM as “non-threshold pollutant” many members were in favour 
of a gap-closure approach in combination with a fixed capping value. 

It was recognised that there are also other environmental targets than PM, such as ozone, 
acidification and eutrophication.  

Christer Ågren mentioned that the current understanding of MTFR might not be 
complete since there would be additional technical measures not considered yet such as 
in the field of retrofitting of ships and old cars. 

It was clarified that the results for individual Member States are available as Excel sheets 
which can be provided by the contractor on request. 

Some members also requested that country-specific information on which measures are 
taken to achieve the objectives in each scenario would be useful. 

 

3. FURTHER RESULTS OF CBA RUNS  

Paul Watkiss (AEAT) gave an update on CBA. CBA draft methodology papers have 
been submitted and will be soon available at the CAFE website. The decision has been 
taken to present baseline CBA data as a stand-alone report. Analysis is now made fully 
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consistent with RAINS by using the 1997 meteorological year, but attention was brought 
to the fact that CBA also reflects changes in the demographics and not just effects of 
improved air quality situation.  

Results have been presented for the baseline and the different gap-closure scenarios 
without City-Delta, presented at the last meeting.   

There was general appreciation on the level and presentation of CBA information. 
Presenting results also in incremental way (not cumulative for each ambition level, but as 
difference between the two ambition levels) is encouraged by the group. Several 
members asked for country specific information so that costs and benefits could be 
analysed for each Member State. Information on results per pollutant was also considered 
useful. 

4. GUIDANCE FOR THE NEXT MODEL RUNS 

Bruno Celard presented the view of UNICE on an additional way of looking at the 
submitted RAINS data, from which several conclusions were proposed by Industry:  

– importance of ammonia reductions;  

– importance of having implementing time horizon as a crucial parameter in discussing 
ambition levels;  

– need to present results through marginal analysis to obtain proper policy advice;  

– importance of uncertainty effects.  

With broad agreement on the general conclusions as stated above, in the discussion that 
followed, WG members disputed the specific conclusions proposed by UNICE. One 
issue relate to the declaration of potential complete economic loss of investment in 
implementing early measures. The other one was the conclusion that control through an 
air quality limit value is the best and most robust way to approach improvements in air 
quality. Also the uncertainty and sensitivity analysis of the influence of the risk factors 
were criticised since it only assessed the influence of the lower value in the confidence 
interval.  

Following suggestion from the previous meeting to improve upon the methodology to set 
targets to be perceived as more equitable, Tiziano Pignatelli presented an alternative 
approach to gap closure by introducing a correction, based on the ratio between cost of 
implementing MTFR in a country and in EU25. Potential disadvantage of the approach to 
put larger countries and countries that have not yet implemented many abatement 
measures in the advantageous position has been exposed.  

Julio Lumbreras presented another concept, which is normalizing the reduction ambition 
for each country by its Benefit/Cost ratio based on a particular ambition level. Benefits in 
other countries are thus not taken into account; however they are implicit in the 
optimisation that takes place before this ‘equity’ correction.  

Andre Zuber thanked both members for their presentation. CAFE team will consider 
them in its work.  
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General discussion that followed has been trying to provide guidance for future model 
runs and agree on deliverables for the Steering Group meeting (21-22 February) and the 
following WG TSPA meeting 17th  March.  

Within the discussion, information has also been provided on the state of the Street 
Emission Ceiling project, the NEC revision process and the process of adopting the 
Thematic Strategy on Air Pollution.  

With consideration of the tight time schedule, the following recommendations were 
given: 

- need to better underpin existing work (quality control, improving City-Delta etc.) to 
assure robustness of results, even at the expense of the reduction of different scenarios 
still to be explored. As part of the robustness check, effects of differences between 
baseline and national projections (where available) should be analysed; 

- in all future scenarios, all transport measures should be considered to the extent 
possible (shipping, additional work on further road measures (possible emission 
standards)); 

- while recognizing that PM is the main driver, joint optimization with ozone targets has 
to be considered, specifically to catch specific measures (such as abatement of VOC) 
which would otherwise not be picked by the model; 

- combinations of a PM2.5 gap-closure and capping values as well related combinations 
with other environmental objectives have to be performed;  

It should be kept in mind that although transport measures effectiveness and costs are 
available, the analysis of cost-effectiveness of road transport measures has to be made 
slightly differently since the measures of new standards have to be introduced in the EU 
as a whole.  Presently, the Commission is awaiting the advice of an expert panel on the 
costs and effectiveness of different possible emission limits and standards for vehicles.  

Several members also asked for information on the measures to be taken in each country 
and each sector as calculated to be needed to achieve the objectives and targets of the 
scenarios.  

 

5. ANY OTHER BUSSINESS, CONFIRMATION OF NEXT MEETING 

The date March 17th for the next meeting of WGTSPA has been confirmed. Matti Vainio 
suggested to the members to consider added value of having 1-2 hour WGTSPA meeting 
after the end of SG meeting on 22 February to discuss interim work as well as potential 
impact of the discussion in SG on the target setting and modelling work.  
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