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UNICE COMMENTS ON TARGET SETTING AND POLICY ASSESSMENT WG DEVELOPMENTS 
FOLLOWING ITS MEETING ON FEB. 17, 2004 

 
Dear Andre, 
 
We appreciate the opportunity for stakeholders to be informed about CAFE Working Group 
debates via preparatory papers and minutes. UNICE would like to raise a number of points of 
concern regarding the documents related to the February 17th meeting of the CAFE Working 
Group on Target Setting and Policy Assessment (TS&PA): 
 
 
Process: 
• We are having difficulties in seeing how the written submissions and other key inputs by 

stakeholders discussed at previous TS&PA WG meetings are taken into account in 
subsequent TS&PA debates. We have made several communications on key issues (Risk 
Management for example) and we see no indication that they have been accounted for. 

•  We do not understand by which process a completely new approach such as ALARA is 
introduced, especially at this late stage. This concept represents a complete departure 
from the ‘environmental quality driven approach’ implicit in the integrated assessment 
modelling which has been chosen for CAFE and is currently underway. 

• We believe the minutes should only reflect the actual content of the corresponding 
meeting.  We noticed in the minutes of the Dec. 2, 2003 meeting a statement about long 
term objectives and costs which was not discussed at that meeting.  We trust this 
statement will be withdrawn. 

 
 
Reference to 6th EAP: 
The paper ‘Setting long term objectives for integrated assessment model runs - initial 
thoughts’ refers to the 6th EAP. We would like to make the following comments in this regard: 
• The assertion that 6th EAP does not ‘directly’ refer to the need to consider costs does not 

appear to be consistent with the actual text (see Art 2:3) 
• The paper does not reflect the strong ‘environmentally driven approach’ evident in 6th EAP 
• The text of 6th EAP does not refer to either a ‘Technology driven’ or to ALARA approaches 
• In fact, we believe the ALARA concept is not aligned with several key points of 6th EAP: 

o It cannot take into account diversity of local situations 
o It is not compatible with an integrated approach 
o It is an emission focussed concept, while 6th EAP is an environmentally 

focussed programme 
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Risk Management Step: 
• There is no mention of the Risk Management concept in the paper ‘Setting long term 

objectives for integrated assessment model runs - initial thoughts’. We believe the very 
topic of this paper would require consideration of this critical concept. We recall that WHO 
AQ Guideline clearly affirm the need for a Risk Management step post Risk Assessment. 

 
 
Attainability: 
• In the papers related to the recent TS&PA WG meeting, attainability does not appear as 

an element of policy design. We believe that any objective, even if long term, should 
consider attainability. This can only be done using scenario analysis as supported by IAM. 
The current situation regarding Particulate Matter (PM), as reported by the PM WG, in our 
view serves to illustrate the importance of a proper evaluation of attainability. This is a 
critical component of any objective/target setting process. 

 
 
Project Management Consistency: 
• The current findings of both the WHO and PM WG do not seem to be reflected in the 

TS&PA WG considerations, namely the issue of ozone threshold and the focus on PM2.5 
only. 

 
 
Measures: 
• We do not understand why this short list is provided at this stage. Measures should result 

from the integrated assessment modelling scenario analysis. This short list appears to 
pre-empt the outcome of this analysis, e.g. the results of the baseline scenario and the 
evaluation of what additional cost-effective measures may be desirable. 

 
We would be happy to discuss these issues further with you. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Suzie Baverstock 
Chairman of the UNICE Air Quality Working Group 
 
 
 
 
 
 
cc: Caroline Hager - DG Enterprise 
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