
 

  

MINUTES OF THE 10TH TARGET SETTING AND POLICY ASSESSMENT WORKING GROUP 
MEETING HELD IN BRUSSELS 14 JANUARY 2005  

(FINAL) 

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

The meeting was chaired by Andre Zuber, he apologised that the meeting had to be 
postponed to the 14th of January. The draft agenda was adopted with the addition of 
having an extra presentation on the City Delta project as part of the lunch break.  

The members of the WG were asked to send by email comments on the previous minutes 
within a week.  

2. RAINS scenarios and City Delta II  

Markus Amann from IIASA presented assumptions and caveats from RAINS 
optimisation methodology (see presentations). Optimisation was done for year 2020, 
using 1997 meteorology. So far the range between CAFE Baseline (with Climate 
measures) and CAFE Maximum Feasible Technical Reduction Scenario (MTFR), 
excluding specific transport related measures, such as EURO V/VI and shipping, has 
been explored. Optimisation was done on a grid basis for PM and on a country level for 
other pollutants or effects. The model runs used three possible ambition levels, reaching 
25%, 50% and 75% effects change of the difference between Baseline and MTFR 
(excluding in these runs shipping, EURO V and VI). Quality control had not been 
performed in full due to limited time to report results. 

The RAINS model has also been used to calculate the costs of the CAFE Baseline and 
MTFR and the additional costs for achieving the environmental objectives of the 
optimised scenario runs. The control costs were presented also for individual countries. 

Members of the WG emphasised that transport related measures should be included in 
the analysis together with other measures, and that City Delta module should be used 
(with the highest priority on PM).  

The results were discussed. Suggestions were made to check the control costs used for 
the baseline. Markus Amann answered that numbers had been checked with national 
experts. He added that control costs do not have an effect the optimisation. Other 
suggestions included comparing the RAINS baseline projection to the national 
projections. It was pointed out that as only 11 MS had submitted their own baseline 
projections there is limited scope for comparison. Further, given time constraints it is not 
possible to make such a comparison before the publication on the Thematic Strategy on 
Air Pollution. However, such comparisons will be made during the consultation of the 
baseline for the revision of the NEC Directive.  



Inclusion of City Delta module in the forthcoming RAINS model runs 

The City Delta module, taking into account the difference between modelled grid 
average/ regional concentrations and the urban background concentrations, has not been 
used in these first runs. City Delta results will be integrated in the next runs. In current 
runs, there may be underestimations of PM effects and overestimation of ozone in urban 
areas.  

Markus Amann added that several issues, like use of correct city wind speed data and 
model problems with agglomerations positioned between EMEP cells will be resolved 
before the City Delta module is integrated to RAINS. 

3. Cost benefit analysis  

Paul Watkiss and Mike Holland presented Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) and Extended 
CBA for the MTFR Scenario and some limited information on calculation of benefits for 
the optimised scenarios (see presentation), resuming in the beginning main 
methodological points for assessing morbidity and mortality benefits.  PM2.5 was 
demonstrated to be much more important in quantified health effects than ozone.  

Paul Watkiss informed members that CBA front-end software is now running that 
enables production of headline CBA results within 24 hours after RAINS results. 
Detailed results on country basis, QC, sensitivity and statistical tests however take more 
time and might not be performed for every single scenario. There was some 
inconsistency between this first benefits analysis and RAINS with respect to 
meteorological year – this will be corrected in future model runs.  Sensitivity to 
meteorological year assumptions will be tested in the CBA uncertainty analysis. 

The methodology and the first results were discussed by the members of the WG.  The 
CBA team will provide country specific information to the members of the WG for the 
next meeting.  

4. Guidance for further model runs (Target setting; Main discussion and 
conclusions) 

With regard to target setting, Markus Amann presented several results on a country basis. 
It is apparent that using the “NEC” approach in setting objectives and targets, such as a 
uniform “capping” value or “gap-closure”, did not provide for either effective or 
equitable measures to be taken.  

Given this the three ambition levels chosen were between the Baseline and the MTFR. 
Several members highlighted the importance of including more measures in the MFTR, 
such as technical and non-technical measures on shipping and on transport. Also EEA 
and applicant countries should be included in the analysis. 

IIASA was asked to explore different gap-closure and capping approaches combined 
some flexibility. 

It was emphasised that a multi-pollutant approach reduces problems in defining 
objectives, since it provide 'something for everyone'. However, target setting needs 
further examination, because achieving the targets in some regions may imply 
unproportional high costs compared to benefits. Also it was suggested that discussion 
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specific packages of measures, such as on small scale combustion installations, should be 
explored.   

A 'EU-wide' gap-closure optimisation based on maximizing overall benefits regardless 
on their location was suggested as one approach to be explored.  

The chair made the following conclusions on target setting and model runs:  

 PM is the main driver for setting the objectives; 

 Given that the compliance costs up to 50% of MTFR were very low further 
analysis should explore target setting within the range 50% to 100%;  

 The CAFE team and the IIASA team will explore to apply different criteria for an 
efficient and equitable rule for target setting and make model runs accordingly. 

 Further optimisation scenarios must include the revised City Delta and transport 
related measures (Euro V and VI as well as shipping); 

 EU Accession Countries (RU, BU, CR, TU) and EEA should be included in 
optimisation to the extent feasible given the time constraints.  

 The IIASA team will perform as joint analysis based on the first 12 model runs 
(presented for this meeting). The CBA team will provide country-specific cost 
benefit data for selected scenarios by the next meeting. 

Concerning model runs for the meeting in March the chair concluded that:  

 WGTSPA: consider new scenario runs, to be discussed in detail in the next 
meeting: 

 Analysis of packages of measures; 

 Provide analysis for 2015 for some scenario runs; 

 Perform sensitivity/uncertainty runs; 

 Consider a scenario EU-wide gap closure (in particular for PM health effects); 

5.  NEXT MEETINGS 

The chair confirmed the dates for the meeting i.e. 4th February 2005. However, it was 
decided that the last WG meeting would be postponed by one week i.e. till 17th March 
2005.  
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