
 

  

MINUTES OF THE 12TH
 TARGET SETTING AND POLICY ASSESSMENT WORKING GROUP 

MEETING HELD IN BRUSSELS 17 MARCH 2005  
(FINAL) 

1. WELCOME, ADOPTION OF AGENDA AND MINUTES FROM THE 11TH
 MEETING   

The meeting was chaired by Andre Zuber. The draft agenda was adopted. There were no 
immediate comments on the minutes from the previous meeting. The members of the 
WG were invited to send comments on the previous minutes within a week. The 
Chairman recalled that the documents from the CAFE SG, which are often referred to in 
the WG, are available on the CIRCA1 web site.   

2. FURTHER RESULTS OF THE RAINS RUNS 

Markus Amann from IIASA presented new results of the modelling exercises, based inter 
alia on the advice from the last WG meeting. The new elements added were the 
following: 

(1) Further exploration of different ambition levels for the three concepts of target 
setting: Uniform limit (or capping) value for PM 2.5, Gap closure concept and EU 
wide gap closure of health impacts; 

(2) Joint optimisation for multiple effects; 

(3) Sensitivity analysis of measures (at a medium ambition level) to reduce ship 
emissions; 

(4) Analysis of further measures in the road transport sector 

(5) Sensitivity analysis of national projections for agriculture and energy; 

(6) Sensitivity analysis with alternative health theory.   

 

For what concerns the first three approaches, the discussion covered the following 
aspects:  

(1) Genova and Thessaloniki, which are “binding” points in the calculations using the 
uniform limit value approach, could be considered as extreme cases. Excluding these two 
                                                 

1http://forum.europa.eu.int/Public/irc/env/cafe_baseline/library?l=/cafe_steering_groups/steering_
21-22_february&vm=detailed&sb=Title) 

http://forum.europa.eu.int/Public/irc/env/cafe_baseline/library?l=/cafe_steering_groups/steering_21-22_february&vm=detailed&sb=Title
http://forum.europa.eu.int/Public/irc/env/cafe_baseline/library?l=/cafe_steering_groups/steering_21-22_february&vm=detailed&sb=Title
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cities would reduce the global costs significantly and allow attainment of substantially 
lower uniform limit value;  

(2) Primary PM emission from ships were included in the analysis;  

(3) The choice of 7ug/m3 as the cut off value in the sensitivity analysis on PM2.5 was 
based on the fact that the original studies determining the risk factors for PM had no data 
below 7ug/m3;  

(4) The population database was adapted in order better take into account the health 
impact;  

(5) An indicator was developed in order to assess the “equity” level of each scenario 
(coefficient of variation linked with various criteria linked with equity).  

• The Commission explained that the WG is invited to give further guidance on the 
most appropriate approach to be chosen and the last policy runs to be done in order to 
finalise the thematic strategy (TS). The TS will lay down interim objectives at the 
European level, and much of the details for the measures will take place in the 
framework of the revision of the national emissions ceilings. 

• Some participants were concerned about the time constraints of the TS. They pointed 
out that more time could be used to take into account all the results and analyse the 
uncertainties.   

• A majority of the WG members were in favour of a “gap closure” approach even if it 
could favour the countries not having taken strong action in the past.  Others 
emphasised the necessity to ensure a minimum level of protection for everybody. 
Others expressed their concern of the possibility for one individual Member State to 
achieve limit values due to the transboundary component, which is some cases could 
be dominating. Most members expressed the need of coordinated action and at the 
Community level. 

• The uncertainties linked with the uniform limit value approach were discussed. On 
one hand some uncertainties still exists (hot spots, local measures not included nor 
non-technical measures, the influence of meteorological year, exact vehicle standards, 
etc). Some members expressed that a target value or even no immediate limit value of 
PM2.5, until better data is available, would be preferred, both due to the transboundary 
character of PM2.5 and that a limit value apply everywhere (such as hotspots). 
However, there was support for setting an exposure related standard, based on the 
urban background concentrations. On the other hand, it was acknowledged that earlier 
air quality standards, such as the PM10 limit values, have been set in the past on a 
body of information considerably smaller than at present. 

• All participants expressed a need to retain the current PM10 limit values and 
supported for the ‘exposure reduction’ concept currently being considered by the 
Commission. 

•  The importance of EU wide measures as well as the possible EU legal instruments 
which could be activated as a result of the TS was highlighted by several members 
(ref. to the non paper).  
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• Some members expressed that additional for further runs could include (1) a cut off 
sensitivity analysis (lower and higher level); and (2) a comparison of the costs of the 3 
options (for instance in the same graph). 

It was also mentioned that:  

for some Member States, national projections would look like that they are leading to 
non-compliance with NEC and/or Kyoto objectives. However, for Italy, explained T. 
Pignatelli, the national projection would be compliant with the Kyoto protocol since other 
measures are envisaged than those on carbon dioxide alone; 

that additional runs including a higher level of ambition level for ships should be 
considered since it appears that cost effective measures are likely to be found in this 
sector.  

3. FURTHER RESULTS OF CBA RUNS  

P. Watkiss (AEAT) gave an update on the CBA methodology and results. Draft final 
methodology papers are available on the CAFE CIRCA webpage and the Uncertainty 
methodology and analysis paper has been submitted to the Commission. P. Watkiss made 
the points that there is a minor revision in Restricted Activity Days methodology, which 
now gives slightly lower monetised benefits, and that the first results of monetised values 
of ozone damage to crops are in a range of those of ozone acute mortality. Introduction of 
low-end cut-off in the gap closure optimization resulted in only small effects in overall 
EU cost and benefit results, but changed cost and benefit distribution between Member 
States significantly.  

All scenarios had demonstrated high benefit to cost ratio, even with low valuations of 
statistical life or years lost. B. Celard commented that industry has its concerns over 
monetised CBA, pointing to the multiple assumptions in monetisation on which CBA 
rely. As a reply, U. Torp informed the group that in Denmark monetised CBA is an 
important input to political decision making.  

Denise van Regemorter (University of Leuven) presented the macroeconomic GEM-E3 
model, which is going to be used to complement, though at an aggregate level, the 
RAINS and CBA models results. All inputs for the model are prepared and the results 
will be available in time to be used in the TS. 

Participants expressed satisfaction with the CBA information provided, and would also 
like more information on incremental costs and benefits, the national analysis of the 
benefit to cost ratios and the information on the non-monetised benefits have been 
requested in future. 

4. GUIDANCE FOR THE NEXT MODEL RUNS 

M. Vainio briefly presented the ‘Seven Steps’ document which has been submitted to the 
group prior to the meeting. The document is including information on the target setting in 
the TS as considered by the CAFE Team. The WG’s input to the last two steps (joint 
optimization and further actions to ensure robustness) have then been discussed.  

When queried by S. Larsson (ACEA), Vainio explained that TREMOVE results provide 
complementary information to RAINS and that for the task of setting ambition levels in 
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the TS they are not crucially important, however they will play important role in the 
follow-up and analysis of measures, and supporting legislative proposals. 

On joint optimization, the following points were made by the members of the WG:  

- EU wide optimization may provide important benchmarking, however grid based gap 
closure concept preferred; 

- different ambition levels for different end-points can be considered (J. Rea), however 
important to first appropriately classify scenarios vs. ambition levels, since current ‘high’ 
ambition in one scenario run corresponds to ‘medium’ in another, when comparing 
benefits (J. Lumbreras). 

On robustness/sensitivity, C. Agren made suggestions to explore influences of other 
Community policies, such as CAP and Climate Change. The latter has to some extent 
been covered already early in the process, and it was found that policy on Cliamte 
Change has some influence but not very strong on the EU level. Another issue is the 
baseline uncertainty, where national scenarios and effects on potential further measures to 
reach NEC ceilings are to be considered.  

Chairman A. Zuber made the following conclusions on the future runs: 

- 3 levels of ambition will be further explored in the range between medium (50 percent 
gap closure) and high ambition level (around 80 percent gap closure); 

- Main driver will be PM2.5; in joint optimization different endpoints may have different 
ambition levels, with eutrophication also considered to be very important; 

- 8-10 scenarios will be run, using gap closure with some exploration of the different 
levels of low-end cut-off, if grid-based approach is chosen; 

- 2015 will be explored due to potential consideration to become the attainability date for 
LV; 

- compliance with NEC ceilings should be considered for those countries that are 
overshooting their ceilings in current 2010 projections;  

- percentage exposure reduction for PM2.5 (in the range 10-20% for the 2010-2020 
interval) will be considered; 

5. ANY OTHER BUSSINESS, POSSIBLE NEXT MEETING 

Under Any other business, the Commission clarified current requests for an updated 
emission inventory data (including PM2.5). Submissions will represent the basis for 
structured bilateral discussions with IIASA prior to the NEC RAINS IAM runs.  

No new date for the next WGTSPA meeting has been set at the meeting. Members will 
be informed in due time, if such a meeting will take place. It is however considered that 
information from the last runs will be discussed at the Steering Group meeting on April 
14th.  
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Annex list of participants 11th WG TSPA, 4 January 2005  

Bob Niewejaers, Belgium 

Erik Teinemaa, Estonia 

Ulrik Torp, Denmark 

Seppo Sarkinen, Finland 

Marion Wichmann-Fiebig, Germany 

Tiziano Pignatelli, Italy 

Dainia Ozola, Latvia 

Andrzej Jagusiewicz, Poland  

Julio Lumbreras, Spain 

Lars Lindau, Sweden 

Louis Zuidgeest, the Netherlands 

John Rea, U.K. 

Christer Ågren, NGO, EEB 

Kerstin Meyer, NGO, EEB 

Rob Maas, (ECE TFIAM)  

Bruno Celard, EUROPIA 

Stefan Larsson, ACEA 

Jean-Guy Bartaire, EDF 

Jaroslav Fiala, EEA, Dk 

Paul Watkiss, AEA Technology, UK 

Mike Holland, EMRC, UK 

Markus Amann, IIASA, A 

Matti Vainio, European Commission, DG ENV 

Michel Sponar, European Commission, DG ENV 

Duncan Johnstone, European Commission, DG ENV 

Andrej Kobe, European Commission, DG ENV 

Caroline Hager, European Commission, DG ENTR 

Achim Boenke, European Commission, DG ENTR 

André Zuber, European Commission, DG ENV 

Stefan Jacobi, European Commission, DG ENV 
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