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MINUTES OF THE 9TH TARGET SETTING AND POLICY ASSESSMENT WORKING GROUP 
MEETING HELD IN BRUSSELS 10 NOVEMBER 2004 (FINAL) 

1. WELCOME, ADOPTION OF AGENDA AND MINUTES FROM THE 6TH MEETING   

The meeting was chaired by Andre Zuber from DG ENV. The list of participants is 
attached. The agenda was adopted with minor modifications. Due to time pressure it was 
agreed that item 4 (Potential measures) will not be discussed in detail. The members 
were invited to send possible comments in writing (c.f. B. Niewejaers and B. Celard 
notes).  

A. Zuber summarised the conclusion of the previous meeting. The minutes will be sent as 
soon as possible.  

UNICE (B. Celard) explained that: (1) the “Gap and CAP’” approach remains difficult to 
understand and therefore difficult to gain support for Industry and (2) some proposed 
standards will not be supported by Industry except if there are good reasons to adopt such 
standards (notably for harmonisation of products). 

J. Rea raised the attention on the necessity to better link the possible revision of AQ limit 
values and the revision of the ceilings of the NEC Directive. He insisted as well on the 
synergies with climate change strategies. 

M. Wichman-Fiebig asked for some clarification concerning the population-weighted 
approach for health effects. More details will be included in the report from IIASA 

The conclusions of the Gothenburg workshop will be available in the coming weeks. L. 
Lindau and A. Zuber summarised the main outputs of the Göteborg workshop:  

(1) Hemispheric air pollution should be better taken into account in policy 
development;  

(2) Nitrogen is playing an important role in various environmental problems;   
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(3) Target setting for health (PM 2,5) - a similar approach was endorsed at the 
workshop as discussed in the WG TSPA on combining cap with a gap closure;  

(4) There should be a link between the degree of non-compliance and the type of 
action to be launched by the Commission;  

(5) Emission ceiling for PM was discussed. With some further work it would be 
possible to define/control ceilings in the future (with an acceptable level of 
uncertainty). Some sectors could be targeted (primary anthropogenic);  

(6) Ships, aviation and some other sectors were highlighted as priority sectors for 
action.  

2. WG WORK PROGRAMME, RELATED CONTRACTS AND STUDIES  

A. Zuber and M.Vainio briefly summarised the latest developments in terms of new 
studies and contracts. The CAFE work plan is regularly updated and posted on the CAFE 
web site. 

 3. UPDATE ON WORK PROGRESS FOR RAINS/TREMOVE/CBA  

RAINS  

M. Amann gave a presentation of the latest run of the RAINS model (maximum feasible 
reduction case for EU and non-EU countries and sea regions). The following points were 
highlighted: 

Presently the scenarios are based on 1997 meteorology (considered as an ‘’average’’ 
year).  

An illustrative climate scenario was added based on a price of 90 €/tonne CO2 in 2020. 
The objective of the illustrative climate change scenario is to assess the potential impact 
of a more challenging climate policy after 2012 (in the EU). A 20% reduction of CO2 
emissions for 2025 was selected as such an illustrative reduction point. This coincides 
with 90€ /tonne CO2. In a first analysis, the impact of such a scenario on air pollution is 
perhaps surprisingly small. A more complete report from the PRIMES team will be soon 
available. 

Some emission reductions in the RAINS MTFR may be too optimistic (like NH3-this 
will be re-assessed). 

City Delta results are not yet included in RAINS. For PM2.5 the present calculations 
were based on an assumption of a 25% increase in urban background as compared to the 
regional background in an EMEP grid.  

Losses of life expectancy due to PM2.5 were calculated to be reduced by about 50% in 
2020 with MFR. However, secondary organic particulate were not included in the 
RAINS analysis.  

Concerning ozone and health the ‘’titration’’ effect was highlighted for some countries 
(like UK, IRL). Remaining-gap approach would be limited due to this effect. The effect 
is expected to be stronger in cities where most people live and where the many of the 

2 



emissions sources are found. This is to be addressed through the integration of the City 
Delta results into the RAINS model.  

The environment and health impacts and the benefits will directly depend on the choice 
of targets. 

The description of the technical measures included in the MFTR is available on the 
IIASA web site. Measures on national shipping emissions have been included in MFTR. 
The turn over rate for ships was discussed; it was not analyzed in detail.  

Concerning agriculture, the impact of the CAP reform was not yet included in the 
analysis.  

The current legislation and Gothenburg Protocol were applied in the non-EU countries in 
the baseline.  

The present results are calculated for 2020, but other years are to be be calculated later. 

All the assumption used will be described and a workshop is foreseen on the 20/21 
January on the RAINS modules (in IIASA). 

Optimization runs were proposed based on 3 ambition levels for each environmental 
output. Each environmental problem could be analyzed separately first and then together, 
to better identify potential synergies. There are some overlaps between the 3 
environmental end points for acidification. Time permitting, some joint optimization 
could as well be achieved. M. Amann insisted to have a ‘’wish list’’ from the WG on the 
scenarios to be tested knowing that the time is limited. 

A. Zuber summarized the discussion following the presentation of M. Amann: 

Despite uncertainties (meteorology, national energy/agriculture projections), there is 
a need to develop scenarios to identify cost-effective measures to meet targets and 
to test ‘’policy packages’’. 

It was agreed to use 3 ambition levels for 5 end points (total 15 runs). The gap 
closure approach (CLE and MFTR) will be used. 

It was as well accepted to try (time permitting) joint optimization on a maximum of 
3 environmental problems together. 

Concerning non-EU countries, it was agreed that a difference should be done 
between EEA and acceding countries (for which EU legislation is to be applied) and 
the other countries for which a BAU scenario should be considered. Shipping 
should be included in the MFTR analysis. 

The focus will remain on 2020 to avoid confusion and to limit the number of 
scenarios. 

Some aspects of the uncertainties will be analyzed (national scenarios, hemispheric 
background, cost estimates, technologies, meteorology). Time permitting also an 
“ultimate MFTR” (corresponding to the emission levels when the measures have 
delivered their whole impact on emission reduction) could be calculated.  

Some other points from the discussion:  
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• U. Torp insisted that an indicator for the number of premature deaths should be 
developed since such and indicator would be politically relevant and sensitive. 

• U. Torp also informed that for the power plants where SCR techniques were chosen in 
the RAINS model there were some new technical developments which could lead to 
further reductions. It was also emphasized that the findings of the studies on emerging 
technologies are not yet included in RAINS. J.G. Bartaire insisted on the difficulties 
of defining emerging technologies for the future. Hence he felt that such information 
should be used with caution. 

• L. Lindau, M. Rico and B. Nieuwjelaers supported the ‘’packages of measures’’ 
approach (effect of some package measure e.g. product standards, stationary sources 
based on BAT…). L. Lindau insisted on the importance of possible European 
measures. 

• M. Ogris and J. Lumbreras insisted to consider the year 2010 since the NEC directive 
must be reviewed and possibly revised for that date. M. Rico, J.G. Bartaire and U. 
Torp agreed to focus on 2020 in a first approach, but not forgetting 2010 and 2015 for 
the final report and for the revision of ceilings.  

• B. Celard insisted on the attainability of the scenario, some scenario could be only 
theoretical because of the costs. He asked as well at least 10 days to carry out further 
analysis of future results.  

• U. Torp explained that the EURO 5 and 6 and non-road sector should be analyzed.  

• M. Wichmann-Fiebig insisted on the priority to set on nitrogen deposition and PM2.5. 
Therefore the effects of the CAP reform must be included in the analysis. The level of 
ambition could be defined in function of the difference between CLE and MFTR 
scenarios. Links between NEC and AQ limit value for PM2.5 are important, it will be 
difficult not to have a joint discussion. 

• Many of the participants insisted on that a proper analysis of the uncertainties linked 
with each scenario should be performed. L. Lindau mentioned cost curves and non-
technical measures and how such uncertainties could influence the results. J. Rea 
mentioned meteorology, national scenarios vs the RAINS/PRIMES scenarios and how 
the choise of CLE and MFTR as the starting point could influence the results. B. 
Celard mentioned on the uncertainties linked with the impact on health of PM as a key 
issue. It was suggested by T. Pignatelli to consider more meteorological years to get 
some grip on the influence of climatic factors. M. Wichmann-Fiebig mentioned the 
uncertainty linked with the choice of the 25% increase of PM in cities and the 
influence of MFTR scenario, she suggested that IIASA give some more precise 
explanations. J. Lumbreras supported her suggestion. 

M. Vainio answered that some national scenarios could be run (about 10). The 
analysis of meteorology impact beyond what has been done in the baseline scenario is 
less interesting. It is important to focus the question on ‘’unknown’ uncertainties. A 
discussion on penetration rate of some technologies used in MFTR is possible. 
Another uncertainty is related to costs which could be double checked. 

• M. Amann explained that uncertainties are more important when considering absolute 
values. The concept of gap closure allows limiting the impact of uncertainties. Since 
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only 2 to 3 scenario run iterations will be possible before April 2005 we should 
concentrate on the main messages for the Thematic Strategy. M. Amann justified the 
choice of 3 ambition levels, due to the shape of the cost curves the choice of only 1 
level could misguide policy makers.  

Cost Benefit Analysis 

P. Watkiss presented an update on the Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA) (available on 
website). The CBA methodology has been peer-reviewed, with a mainly favorable 
opinion. Recommendations from the peer review have been introduced in the CBA, and 
draft CBA results for the CAFE Baseline have been presented. For the next meeting, 
CBA of MTFR scenarios has been announced.  

The WG TSPA can still provide further inputs on how the results should be presented 
(maps etc.). Aggregates EU25, EU15, EU+10, UN-ECE and data for individual countries 
are standard outputs of the analysis.  

MCA (multi-criteria analysis) has now been renamed Extended CBA. Importance of 
clear and appropriate definitions of terms and treatment of uncertainty has been 
emphasized in order to be able to provide policy guidance even when the impacts are 
unquantifiable. Several ways of dealing with uncertainty have been presented, namely 
bias analysis, statistical and sensitivity analysis. M. Holland explained that some issues 
are still being discussed, such as evaluation of acidification impacts on cultural heritage, 
currently being examined by ICP Materials.  

A template for presentation of E-CBA results presented by M. Holland was accepted by 
the group. In future, CBA results should be compared to some known information, such 
as working days lost per person, percentage of the working life etc, and available on the 
country basis. 

J. Fiala (EEA) questioned possible underestimation of the effects, since secondary 
organics and PAH:s are not included in the model. Answer from M. Holland: for the 
latter, the analysis done for the 4th DD has shown that the impacts are much smaller 
compared to PM.  

A question on process was raised during discussion, since the WG TSPA meetings are 
scheduled tightly after delivery of RAINS scenario results: if CBA results are important 
for guidance by the group on further scenarios, they should be available for the 
discussion at the meetings. A. Zuber and M. Vainio explained that this can not be assured 
for all scenarios, but that the headline CBA results, prepared in a few days after the 
scenario run and therefore available at the meetings, should provide ‘direction’ of cost 
and benefits for the particular scenario. 

TREMOVE 

Lastly J. Delsalle presented current TREMOVE developments, including SCENES 
forecasts (available on website), and its interaction with the RAINS model.  

M. Vainio explained that TREMOVE will be used complementary with RAINS for 
transport optimization and that it will run only several specific transport related 
scenarios. 
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4. ANY OTHER BUSINESS, CONFIRMATION OF NEXT MEETINGS  

Next meeting will be on the January 7th1  2005. Further tentative dates for meetings have 
been set: February 4th, March 7th2 . 

B Nieuweyaers informed the group that he is still very interested in any comments given 
by the members with respect to his written and distributed comments on the MTFR 
scenarios.  

 
 

                                                 
1 Later changed to 14th January 2005 
 
2 Later changed to 8th March 2005 
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