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MINUTES OF THE 7TH TARGET SETTING AND POLICY ASSESSMENT WORKING GROUP 
MEETING HELD IN BRUSSELS 16 JUNE 2004 (REVISED 20 DECEMBER 2004) 

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 a slight modification merging the item 4 and 5 
and inviting UNICE to give a presentation on target setting and scenario development 
and other issues under the merged item. The minutes of the previous meeting (17 
February) with the following modifications: 

- Minutes point 3, Page 5, point (2): the minutes will be adapted to reflect that there 
was no consensus on the issue of ozone threshold.  A footnote will be added to better 
explain the difference between indicators used for modelisation and long term objectives 
and the recent new information from the joint WHO/CLRTAP Task Force on Health and 
the use of an cut-off level for ozone impact assessment; 

- Jaroslav Fiala pointed out that the writing on page 4, 4th bullet on the capacity of 
the EMEP model to assess the anthropogenic part of PM is slightly misleading, it should 
be stated that the EMEP model can only model a fraction of the anthropogenic part of 
the part of PM; 

- Additional minor comments and amendments may also be sent in the coming 
days. 

2. WG WORK PROGRAMME, RELATED CONTRACTS AND STUDIES  

A. Zuber made a presentation on the latest developments of the CAFE programme, the 
new contracts to be launched in 2004, the revised schedule of the thematic strategy and 
the related foreseen meetings of the CAFE WGs. It was mentioned that the Commission 
has adopted recently a Communication on the Environment and Health Strategy, directly linked with 
CAFE programme. An information seminar on the CAFE baseline is foreseen on the 27th of 
September in Brussels (in co-operation with the Belgian Flemish Region).  Also results from the 
City-Delta II project (PM and ozone background urban concentration) will be presented 
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at this meeting, although the final workshop for City-Delta II is planned for the 14th and 
15th of October in Ispra. 

• EEA SEC (Street Emission Ceiling) project. J. Fiala explained that the first set of 
calculations will be available in September. City authorities are involved in this 
project and the intention is to make the results transparent. This project is set up by 
the EEA in order to try to give some answers to the hot-spot issue.  

• Concerns were raised on the number of cycles of policy options runs that may be 
achieved in the WG before the Thematic strategy has to be proposed. A minimum of 2 
full runs of RAINS should be possible whereas a third cycle would depend on the 
rapidity of reaction of the stakeholders. Further runs are envisaged for the future 
discussions on the NEC revision. The turn-over time for adapting the RAINS model to 
the policy options under proposal, to run the model, to validate and analyse the output 
and to consult with the stakeholder. The turnover time for each policy option cycle is 
two months at the minimum. However, if the basic energy and agriculture demand 
scenarios are modified, more time may be needed than 2 months.  

• The contract on Euro 5 and 6 was briefly commented. It is a joint contract with DG 
ENTR, aiming at gathering all required information on emission abatement 
technology (effectiveness and costs) to be fed into the TREMOVE and RAINS models 
and reviewing the information through an expert panel of “three wise men”.  

 

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

Markus Amann gave an update of the work on the RAINS model, emphasizing the following 
points:  

• Comments received from MS and other stakeholders are being included in the Baseline. At the 
moment priority is given to implement national scenarios, later also to include revised 
PRIMES energy demand scenarios; 

• For the time being updated (higher) NOx emission factors for the transport sector reported by 
some MS (UK,D,A), are not applied since the new findings should probably apply for all MS. 
RAINS will include them after further scrutiny and their application in TREMOVE (results 
from ARTEMIS). The consequence of the “old” factors may lead to an underestimation of the 
NOx emissions of about 10% in 2005, rising to about 30% in 2010. 

• There is significant progress being done in the field of atmospheric dispersion models (EMEP, 
City-Delta) that will be included in RAINS for the policy options runs. 

On impacts and targets:  

• Studies show effects of ozone even below 60ppb. Consensus was reached in the meeting 
within the WHO/CLRTAP Joint Task Force on Health (TFH) to apply a 35 ppb ozone cut-off 
in the health impact assessment for the RAINS model. This would underestimate the total 
impact on health due to ozone, but would have only minor effects on the assessment of the 
benefits of the CAFÉ policy options. The cut-off level was chosen to correspond roughly to 
the present background concentrations in Europe and are comparable to AOT40.   
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• For ozone exposure assessment to humans, the WHO/CLRTAP TFH came to the conclusion 
that one representative urban background ozone point should be chosen for each city.  

• Attention of WG was brought to the fact that the health impact metrics for ozone and PM are 
different, for PM the health long-term impact is estimated as changes in life expectancy 
whereas for ozone the health short-term impact is estimated as the number of deaths that may 
be attributed to ozone or are brought forward.  

On eutrophication and acidification:  

• Maps of critical loads will be available any day now.  

• A call for data on ecosystem recovery and dynamic effects of acidification was made late last 
year by the CRLTAP. The response to the call is far from satisfactory and the Task Force on 
Modelling and Mapping has expressed reservations to use data on dynamic effects in the 
present state for developing policy options.  

Then J. Delsalle presented current TREMOVE developments, including SCENES forecasts 
(available on website). He highlighted current discrepancies between TREMOVE and RAINS, 
such as the diesel penetration rates and the influence of emission factors, and ways of dealing 
with discrepancies. J. Delsalle also informed that through separate contracts additional transport 
data will be provided from the new MS Czech Republic, Slovenia, Hungary and Poland. It was 
also made clear that TREMOVE has a shorter model run cycle than RAINS which allows for 
more scenario runs. 

Lastly, Paul Watkiss presented an update on the Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA) (available on 
website). The CBA uses the output of RAINS model, but the transfer is not fully automatic. Due 
to very limited time between the availability RAINS results and the next WG meeting it was 
decided that the CBA results would be produced in 2 steps; in the first days fully automated 
outputs will be provided, and in the second step, about in a week later, the other results. This will 
allow members of WGTSPA have more time to study the results. Analysis per MS (national 
CBA’s) will also be provided. 

• U. Torp asked about the reasons for the increase in vehicle NOx emission coefficient, asking 
if it is due to “chip tuning”. The answer provided (by several members) was that part of the 
increase is due to such activities but partly also due to the inadequacy of the test cycle to 
mimic real world driving conditions. S. Larsson (ACEA) commented that the illegal practice 
of “chip tuning” should be prosecuted.  

• Fuel consumption and the EURO V and EURO VI proposals were discussed. J. Rea asked 
whether late delivery of ARTEMIS data may be included in the Thematic strategy and 
whether it really matters? M. Vainio answered that the Thematic strategy is not directly 
addressing CO2 emissions (i.e. the fuel consumption), but the ARTEMIS NOx emissions data 
will be discussed within the context of the Thematic strategy.  

• Some limitations of CBA were highlighted:  

– Cultural heritage damage assessment does not include objects in museums, since that is an 
indoor air issue. 

– With regard to local scale assessment, only modelling results provided by RAINS (that will 
include City-Delta) will be used, and an additional assessment made for 1 specific hot-spot in 
UK. 

– Monetising effects on biodiversity is at the moment not developed enough to be included in 
CBA, although there is some work in progress that is followed by the CAFE secretariat.  
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– CBA is limited to EU25 with the information provided. Ancillary benefits outside EU25 are 
expected, but will not be included in CBA. 

• In order to introduce the discussion on the targets and measures, Markus Amann recalled 
some limitations of RAINS:  

(1) Only limited detail is available for each industrial sub-sector, since RAINS work with 
aggregated information; 

(2) The limited capacity to model non-technical measures in RAINS; 

(3) RAINS can only partly address effects of Limit/Target Values from directives since the 
exceedences of such values take place at a much finer scale than that of EMEP/City-
Delta II/RAINS models. 

(4) The impact of VOC reductions is difficult to assess notably for what concerns  secondary 
organic aerosols (lack of knowledge of the chemistry for organic aerosols) or local peaks 
of ozone (lack of  information on local emissions); 

(5) Despite knowledge of the strong impact the meteorology and inter-annual variability the 
RAINS model has presently only 2 meteorological years, of which one (2003) could be 
considered as extreme in some parts of Europe; 

(6) There is an underlying assumption of a constant hemispheric background although it has 
been noted that the ozone level is going up and that the trend may continue.  

M. Amann insisted on the implication of uncertainties for policy development. There are 
‘’deliberate biases ‘’ that must not be forgotten. This concerns notably the inventories. In 
order to assess the effect on results a sensitivity analysis will be performed in parallel to scenario 
runs, but it has to be understood that due to limited resources it might compete with the scenarios, 
so a balance will have to be struck.  

A. Zuber summarized the agenda item emphasizing need for co-ordination between all 3 model 
tools and proper understanding and transparency of their output. The CAFE team will provide 
information to the WG TSPA on updated CBA methodology and the development of 
TREMOVE. 

4. AGENDA ITEMS 4 AND 5. TARGETS AND APPROACHES FOR CAFE ANALYSIS AND 
POTENTIAL POLICIES AND MEASURES FOR THE THEMATIC STRATEGY 

1. Target setting: 

B. Celard made a presentation on the UNICE views on policy option scenario design 
(attached presentation). A second presentation was made on how to deal with inter-
annual variability of meteorology and how to take into the account the modifications of 
the EMEP model in setting targets and objectives (attached presentation). It was 
mentioned by A. Zuber that the list of indicators is ready but as the output of RAINS is 
not yet known the list is not yet final.  

M. Vainio made a presentation on the first ideas for scenario runs in RAINS mainly 
building on possible measures that considered as part of the Thematic strategy.  

• B. Niewejaers raised the question of equity of the efforts between the countries. It was 
answered that a good balance between efficiency of the measures and equity should be 
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searched. One of the basic principle according to UNICE should be to apply the 
‘’polluter pays principle”. 

• Concerning the EMEP model, it was agreed that a reconciliation should be found 
between the different EMEP model versions. It is essential to ensure confidence in the 
EMEP model notably through a good understanding of the modifications included in 
the recent version of the model. The CAFE team will explore this further, such as a 
through asking for a note from EMEP summarising the main modifications of the 
model and how these impact on estimations of source-receptor relationships, 
deposition and effects. 

M. Amann explained that two main reasons could explain the differences in deposition: 
(1) better spatial resolution: the current EMEP version includes grids of 50km x 50km 
(150 km in the earlier versions) and (2) evolution of scientific knowledge showing more 
deposition or effects than estimated before. 

The last ICP forest meeting was devoted to this aspect and it was demonstrated that the 
new EMEP version is much more appropriate. C. Ågren explained that it was already 
known in 1990 that the impact of deposition was underestimated meaning that the recent 
EMEP results are not so surprising. L. Lindau explained that the concept of critical load 
itself as well has evolved. A reflection on the way of setting targets should be re-thought 
taking into account those developments.  

• Concerning meteorology, it was agreed that both extreme and average years are 
useful (notably due to climate change implication). 

• Concerning the methodology for fixing targets, J. Rea proposed to use the same 
approach based on effects as the one used for the NEC directive.  
L. Lindau was in favour of using health impact as a target from the beginning for the 
following reasons: 1. the impact is serious; 2. the remaining time is limited and it is 
important to have time to understand and accept the results; 3. it is consistent the 
objectives of the CAFE programme. As a starting point, we could compare the results 
of the scenarios in terms of health impact with other risks (road accident, smoking). 
M. Amann explained that mortality could be used as a target in the RAINS model. 
Most of the participants agreed to start from environmental/health targets and to 
derive optimised packages of measures.  

• J. Fiala insisted on the importance of monitoring the effects on health of air pollution 
and M. Rico insisted on the importance of quantifying targets, which is more 
complicated for health but necessary. 

• The possibility of testing combinations of targets-based and measures-based 
approaches was discussed. M. Amann explained that two different approaches could 
be assigned to the analysis: (1) impact assessment of policy packages, (but this will 
not allow finding the cost-optimum measures) (2) strategy based on targets, group of 
measures could be identified to meet the targets with cost-effective measures. 

• UNICE is in favour of starting from AQ targets and then explore the ambition level 
taking into the account impact on health. AQ and deposition at the end of the day will 
be the most important indicator/translator of effects. The problem of the approach of 
AQ limit value is that it will be restricted (in RAINS) only to long term background 
values (not hot spots and peaks). M. Amann explained that achieving AQ limit value 
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would not be the most cost-effective approach due to variability of sensitivity of 
ecosystems and health to air pollution. It will be important to look to the data and than 
decide on the most appropriate target. 

R. Maas explained that 3 steps are necessary to define the ambition level: baseline, the 
Maximum Feasible Technical Reduction (MFTR), and then step wise approach cost 
and benefit analysis.  

• Concerning health indicators, P. Watkiss recalled the conclusion of the WHO 
review notably on the importance of primary PM from combustion sources. It is 
important to take that into account when assessing measures. M. Amann explained 
that sensitivity runs could be done on primary PM as compared to total PM. S. Larson 
explained that modern diesel technology implies different health impact and this could 
change the picture in the coming years. 

• M. Wichmann-Fiebig would like a target for health impact of ozone (AOT40) in order 
to meet the conclusion of the WHO review.  

• Concerning the impact of ozone on vegetation, G. Dumont recalled that “AOT35” 
for ozone is considered as a good indicator. For crops, he insisted on the use of ozone 
flux concept in place of AOT40. 

A. Zuber made a summary of the discussion: 

• The baseline scenario and the MFTR scenario may be used to define the scope of 
action; 

• Then, this range could be divided in some relevant intervals according to a 
proposal made by IIASA; 

• Effects indicators could be: 

– Changes of life expectancy for PM2.5; 

– Changes in number of deaths (“deaths brought forward”) for ozone with a 
threshold at 35 ppb;  

– Acidification and eutrophication: excess load or other indicators to be 
defined; 

– Ozone: AOT40 for forest and vegetation and to the extent possible 
considering the flux-based approach; 

A discussion on the priorities and ambition level to be given to each of those indicators and on 
sensitivity runs to be considered will take place during the next meeting.  

The participants agreed on this approach.  

• L. Lindau insisted on the need for a post-Kyoto scenario. M. Vainio explained that the 
MFTR scenario could include as well effect of climate change policies. 

• M. Amann explained that EU wide measures could be tested in a limited number of scenarios. 
The number of scenarios is relatively important (5 effects, 3 ambition levels, 2 baseline 
scenarios meaning about 30 scenarios). 
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• T. Pignatelli suggested to use the percentage protection of vegetation as an additional 
indicator. 

2. Transport sector: 

G. Hoermandinger made an update on the state of play for the development of new 
EURO standards (see attached slides). N. Robinson summarised the ongoing work on ships 
(see attached slides). The annex VI of the MARPOL Convention was recently ratified. Other 
measures are studied and could be tested in RAINS. The contribution of ships to deposition is 
summarised in the EMEP annual report. Ships become progressively a major contributor as 
efforts have been made in other land-based sources. 

• S. Larson mentioned the EGTEI process and the linked RICARDO study. The costs 
data should be compared. In the US, the full implementation of the standards is in 
2010 (not 2007 as explained in the presentation). The importance of the cost-
effectiveness analysis was highlighted before making a choice of scenario for Euro 5 
and 6. He explained that the quality of regulation is not following the evolution of the 
technology rapidly enough (notably for testing procedure for HDV’s not reflecting the real 
“on road” conditions). Other measures should be tested: adaptation of the size/weight of the 
vehicle (policy scenario for TREMOVE). Enforcement, pricing policies should be as well 
assessed notably through TREMOVE. 

6.  Any other business, confirmation of next meetings  

Next meeting will be on the 28th September in place of the 21st of September1.  

 
 

                                                 
1 Later changed to 25 October 
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