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Industry Input to the CAFE Target Setting and Policy Assessment Working Group 
(16 June 2004) 

 
“Policy Option Scenario Design” 

 
 

The following provides Industry’s views on some of the essential elements that should drive the 
design of the policy scenarios for CAFE. In addition it outlines the data outputs from these 
scenarios that should be made available to all concerned stakeholders. 
 

1. The design of scenarios needs to recognise CAFE is a multi-pollutant/multi-effect 
initiative i.e., a given scenario must simultaneously examine all key pollutants/effects 
within the Integrated Assessment Modelling framework. This ensures that synergistic and 
antagonistic effects are appropriately accounted for.  

 
2. The policy making process requires a clear understanding of the relationship between the 

cost and the environmental/health improvement. This is vital for establishing targets 
through an appropriate risk management process. The suite of scenarios examined using 
RAINS (and also TREMOVE for the transport sector) should therefore be designed to 
ensure that this “cost vs. reduced impact” relationship (for the EU and for each individual 
Member State) is provided to all stakeholders involved in the development of policy.  

 
3. Scenario design should be based primarily on the recognition of the need to determine 

the most cost-effective solution for a given environmental aim using the optimisation 
capabilities of RAINS (and also TREMOVE as above). This will ensure resources are 
directed wisely to address residual environmental/health issues, i.e. by controlling 
emissions on the basis of their environmental/health impact, rather than requiring controls 
on emissions even if they have negligible impact.  The primary importance of cost-
effectiveness in designing EU policy was affirmed by senior Commission staff at the May 
2004 CAFE Steering Group meeting.  

 
Expressed another way, the cost-effectiveness approach results in Member States 
having an “equal cost per unit improvement in meeting the environmental/health target” 
across the EU, which is entirely consistent with the “polluter pays” principle.  This is very 
different from the “equal cost per unit emission reduction” resulting from a “common 
emission limit across the EU. Here the cost-effectiveness/polluter pays principles are 
abandoned in favour of levelling the economic playing field without reference to the 
differing contributions to environmental/health impacts made by emissions from the 
various Member States. 
 
Having said this, in some specific cases other considerations such as preservation of the 
internal market may prevail over the environmental/health driven approach mentioned 
above.  In the case of emission controls for vehicles ‘common measures across the EU’ 
are a prerequisite. 
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4. Vital outputs from each scenario will be for each Member State:  

a. the cost; 
b. a suitable indicator of the resulting state of the environment or health effect e.g., 

deposition of acidifying compounds (split between sulphur, oxidised and fixed 
nitrogen)/extent of exceedance of critical loads, air concentrations/health impacts; 
and 

c. the individual measures that have been picked by RAINS to enable comparison to 
the list of measures in the Commission’s draft “Measures paper”.  

 
5. In designing the suite of scenarios “a stepwise” series of gap closures toward the “no-

significant-effect” ultimate goal should be explored. These scenarios should be run for 
each of the time horizons i.e., 2010, 2015 and 2020. The output would be a set of cost vs. 
gap closure curves for each Member State, over time.   

 
6. As well as cost-effectiveness, achievability and feasibility should also be fundamental 

considerations in all scenarios. 
 
7. An important addition to these scenarios will be specific “sensitivity scenarios” designed 

to explore the upper and lower boundaries of uncertainties. In particular, uncertainties in 
the dose response curve slopes (reflecting the confidence in the statistical fit of the 
epidemiological data), the implications of potential “thresholds of effect” and key 
modelling uncertainties should be examined using the RAINS model in its optimisation 
mode.   

 
8. In all cases, the detailed results of the scenario analysis (not just summary data or 

graphical representations) should be made available to concerned stakeholders. This can 
only serve to promote transparency and build stakeholder confidence in the robustness of 
the results used for policy design. 

 

 


