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1. Introduction.

As part of agenera upsurge in the development of EU air pollution policy in the
first pat of the 1980s, some initial air quality directives were adopted.
However, the significant further development of EU policy in the field of air
quality did not start again until the beginning of the 1990s. This can be
interpreted partly as a response to worrying trends of increasing transport and
related worsening urban ar quality; not exactly counteracted by the
establishment of the Single Market. An ozone directive was adopted in 1992,
geared towards the establishment of ozone monitoring networks and information
sharing.? However, a much more ambitious and comprehensive effort was in
preparation. According to ENDS Report, the background was that ‘the
Commission <wanted> to put the legislation on a more consistent footing'. * By
the spring of 1993, early drafts of a framework directive on air quality were
discussed in meetings between the Commission and nationa officials.” More
than 20 substances were targeted” and a system consisting of different types of
quality objectives was envisaged. ‘Alert thresholds were related to the top three
pollutants; ‘guide values' recommended by international expert groups such as
the World Hedth Organisation (WHO) were to be established for al the
pollutants; and ‘limit values' (i.e. obligatory environmental quality standards to
be met) were to be set for the pollutants in stages.’ Hence, in the context of
interaction focused here, the input of WHO stands forward as interesting from
the very early stages on.

The Commission then formally put forward a proposa for an air quality
framework directive in the beginning of July of 1994.” Important goals of the

! 1n 1980, adirective on air quality and limit values for sulphur dioxide and smoke was adopted (80/779),
followed by a similar directive on lead in 1982 (82/884), and nitrogen dioxide in 1985 (85/202). Haigh (ed.),
Manual of Environmental Policy.

? Directive 92/72/EC.

% See ENDS Report 219, April 1993, p. 38.

*1bid.

®The top 14 were sulphur dioxide; nitrogen oxides; ozone; particulates; black smoke; |ead; carbon monoxide;
cadmium; acid deposition; toluene; benzene; benzo-a-pyrene; formaldehyde; and PAN. Ibid.

® Ibid.

" See International Environment Reporter, July 13, 1994, pp. 589-590, and ENDS Report 234, July 1994, pp. 41-
42,
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legidlation were to put pressure on Member States to achieve continuous
improvements in air quality and to move closer towards harmonisation of
national air quality measurement programmes. Furthermore, it was declared
important to make information on air quality available to the public. Focus was
explicitly on ar quality in cities, and Brussels, Athens and London were
mentioned as examples of ‘problem cities.® However, the more specific ar
quality limit values and aert thresholds were to be developed in severd,
subsequent daughter directives. A common position on the framework directive
was obtained in June 1995 and the directive was formally adopted in September
1996.°

The Directive itself does not create any precise air quality objectives, but
rather it sets out a framework and basic principles for ambient air quality
monitoring and management. These are to be given effect once daughter
Directives for specific pollutants have been adopted. At the same time as
ambient standards are set, criteria are to be established for the assessment of air
pollution. These are to include details of the location, number and type of
sampling sites, as well as the use of other techniques such as modelling. Once
daughter Directives have been adopted, Member States will have to assess
ambient air quality in accordance with the provisions specified A key
ingredient in the directive is a requirement for al EU countries to adopt
monitoring systems in accordance with common standards (both in terms of the
location of monitoring sites and measurement techniques), and to report the
results regularly to the Commission.™

As the next step, severa groups of experts, consisting of representatives
from the Commission, the European Environment Agency, the World Hedalth
Organisation, Member States, industry, and ENGOs, developed proposals for
daughter directives; the first one for standards for sulphur dioxide, nitrogen
dioxide, particulate matter and lead. When this directive was formally proposed
by the Commission in October 1997, it was pointed out that the proposed limit
values would require a further 10% reduction of SO, and NOx emissions than

8 International Environment Reporter, July 13, op. cit., p. 589.
® Directive on ambient air quality assessment and management, 96/62/EU.

1% Measurement will be mandatory in so-called ‘ agglomerations’ —zones where the popul ation concentration
exceeds 250,000 inhabitants — and in zones where pollution exceeds some proportion of the limit values.

1 Acid News 2, June 1997, p. 7.



would be achieved from existing and pending legislation.™ In other words, the
interaction with a number of other EU air pollution and environmental policies
was pinpointed. Among the relevant pending legidation at this point was both
the Acidification Strategy and the plan of setting national emission ceilings
(NECs), and the Auto-Qil | process which included new fuel standards and
emission limits for vehicles. Following the first link here a little bit further, the
process of developing the Acidification Strategy and NECs had clear links to on-
going negotiations within the UNECE Convention on Long-Range Air Pollution
(CLRTAP) on a multi-pollutant and multi-effects protocol.*® Hence, another
‘vertical’ link beyond the EU system, in addition to the links to WHO, can be
pinpointed. In June 1998, a joint position was obtained on this daughter
directive, signalling a distinct, overal tightening of standards, but also with
standards for particulates and NOx ‘significantly diluted’ from those originally
proposed by the Commission.* This directive was then formally adopted in
April 1999." The daughter Directive also goes further than the protection of
urban arr quality, by introducing obligatory limit values for the protection of
vegetation in rural aress.

A second daughter directive was proposed by the Commission in
December 1998, targeting benzene and carbon monoxide. In terms of links and
interaction, it is interesting to note that these substances were already central
targets within the aforementioned Auto-Oil | (and by now the Auto-Oil II)
process. This particular daughter directive was adopted in November 2000.

A third daughter directive has been related to the issue of ground-level
ozone. This process was given a boost by work being started on a specific
Ozone Strategy in the beginning of 1997. Among the elements of this Strategy
was a daughter directive for ozone as a follow up of the 1996 framework
directive, but the Strategy aso called for the setting of ‘interim objectives and
national emission cellings for NOx and VOCs. The forma proposa for a

12 See International Environment Reporter, October 15, 1997, p. 953.
'3 CLRTAP has devel oped under the auspices of the UN Economic Commission for Europe (ECE).

14 See Acid News 3, October 1998, p. 7 and ENDS Report 281, June 19998, p. 47. As pinpointed by ENDS

Report, exceedance of the particul ate matter value would be permitted on 35 occasions in 2005 — compared to
the 25 occasions suggested by the Commission. NOx limits could be breached up to 18 times — compared to
the eight breaches suggested by the Commission .

15 Directive 1999/30/EC.
18 Directive 2000/69/EU.
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directive on ozone in ambient air was presented in June 1999. Pinpointing that
ozone in the troposphere adds around 8% to the greenhouse gas warming
potential of other greenhouse gases such as CO2 and halocarbons, the proposal
also established links to the climate change context. A Common Position was
reached in October 2000. Given that the European Parliament has expressed
dissatisfaction in its two readings, the final directive will be hammered out in
conciliation talks during the autumn of 2001.

It should finally be mentioned that the Commission’s Environment
Directorate issued a working paper discussng a proposed new initiative to
Incorporate the various aspects of EU air quality policy into a unified framework
in October 1998. The initiative had the working title of Clean Air for Europe or
CAFE. The CAFE Programme was formaly launched in May 2001
(COM(2001) 245). The Communication is, itself, not a strategy for policy
proposals, but a programme for prior analysis that should lead to the production
of a strategy in 2004. This will then form one of the thematic strategies under
the EU's Sixth Environmental Action Programme. We come back to the
implications for the further coordination and interaction of EU air pollution
policies in the concluding section.

Winding up, the development in the 1990s of an EU air quality
framework directive and several daughter directives has involved interaction
with several other EU policy-making processes and also the activities of several
UN bodies. Overal, aloose impression has emerged of the air quality processes
being more of a pitcher and an influencing force within the EU context, at the
same time as being much more on the recelving, catcher, end in relation to
international bodies. The use of WHO expertise and the reference to WHO
guidelines at several points in time is a striking example. So let us see to what
extent a closer examination of these various cases of interaction will strengthen
or weaken such an impression.



2. Interactions with other EU policies (horizontal interactions): relevant,
but not very strong?

2.1. Growing traffic and transport increasing the need for air quality
legidation: The Single Market as a disruptive source

Issue: Emissions from traffic and transport are one of the mgor causes of the
formation of ground-level ozone and deteriorating air quality. An important
contributing force in the trend of steadily increasing emissions from traffic and
trangport within the EU is the establishment of the Single European Market.
This establishment process was finished in 1992. For instance, freight transport
has increased by 75% between 1980-1996, and air passenger traffic has doubled
in the same period. EU air quality legislation can be seen as one element in the
EU environmental policy response to increasing traffic and urban smog.

Cause and policy fields: The Single Market project and environmental policy
legidation is of course two very different policy fields. Hence, the quite strongly
disruptive interaction is rooted primarily in differences in objectives. The Single
Market was established in order to remove trade barriers and increase economic
growth. Air quality legidation aims at improvementsin air quality.

Initial effect: The establishment of the Single European Market has contributed
to increasing traffic and transport within the EU. The increasing emissions from
traffic and transport and related worsening of air quality have run counter to the
growing desire for improved urban air quality in the EU. So interaction between
the Single Market and the air quality legidation must be characterised as indirect
and occurring primarily at the level of impact. The effect has clearly been
disruptive. As noted above, air quality legidation can be seen as a direct
counter-response to the side-effects of economic policies such as the SM.

Nature of influence: The interaction cannot be seen as intentional. The Single
Market was not created in order to increase environmenta problems in the EU.
So thisis aclassic case of unintended side-effects. Control of the influence has
been unilaterally in the hands of the economic/trade segments of EU institutions
and Member States steering the SM process.



Responses: There has been a number of collective decision-making responses in
the EU to the negative environmental effects of the SM. This ranges from the
1992 Commission task-force report on the Environment and Single Market to
the on-going process of producing an EU White Paper on a Common Transport
Policy. Perhaps the most specific response within the field of air pollution was
the establishment of the Auto-Oil Programme (see section 2.3.). The CAFE
Programme can also be brought into this picture. The Programme's two priority
pollutants and problems, i.e. particulate matter and ground-level ozone, are
closely related to increasing traffic and transport.

Adequacy of response: The EU has so far not succeeded in dealing adequately
with the environmenta challenges arising from increasing traffic and transport;
the latter amplified by the establishment of the Single Market. In the
‘Environmental signals 2001, published by the European Environment Agency,
both the trends with regard to ‘limit value exceedance days for ozone' and ‘limit
vaue exceedance days for particulate matter’ are assessed as ‘insufficient’ or
‘unfavourable’ (see p.72).

Sources: Wedle and Williams (1993); EEA (1999); EEA (2001); EU
Commission Press Release (2001); EU Commission Memorandum (2001).

2.2. Air quality legidation supporting the setting of emission ceilings. The
Acidification Strategy and NEC Directive astarget

Issue: The air framework Directive and the Acidification Strategy (AS) were
debated and adopted over roughly the same time period; with the process on the
ar framework Directive starting a little earlier. When the AS became the
Acidification and Ozone Strategy in 1997, the relationship between these
processes grew tighter, as the adoption of a ground-level ozone directive was
both an important element in the Ozone Strategy and an air quaity daughter
directive. The main policy-making outcome of the AS was the directive on
National Emission Ceilings (NECs) proposed in 1999 and adopted in late 2001.
Generally, the setting of national emission ceilings can be seen as an important
component of the delivery of air quality objectives.



Cause and policy fields: The interaction is fundamentally rooted in the fact that
both directive processes have taken place within the context of EU air pollution
policy. Moreover, reducing the problem of ground-level ozone is a central am
in both policy contexts. However, both the sub-objectives and not least means of
the two directives differ. In terms of sub-objectives, AS and NECs seek to bring
down emissions of four pollutants; while the air quality directives seek to obtain
compliance with air quality limits. In terms of means, the NEC Directive seek to
bring down the emissions by the establishment of national emission ceilings;
while the air quality directives seek to improve ar quality by establishing
specific limit values.

Initial effect: Interaction started due to the smple fact that air quaity targets
cannot be attained without the adoption and implementation of various measures
to curb the emissions of air pollutants. The effect has been synergistic. Scientific
and policy clarification having taken place within the air quality and air
framework Directive context has benefited the Acidification and Ozone Strategy
and NEC Directive process.

Nature of influence: The air quality framework directive and air quality process
did influence the development of the Acidification Strategy and initial
formulation of the NEC Directive. The air quality considerations seem to have
been important in the preparatory phases. With the linking of the Acidification
and Ozone dtrategies in 1998/99, the forma relationship grew even tighter.
Hence, acknowledging the air quality considerations seem to be essential
elements in order to understand the background for setting the NOx and VOC
NECs in the Commission proposa put forward in June 1999. However, these
consderations glide more into the background in the following NEC political
debacles, dominated by Member State interests and links to another EU air
pollution policy process, namely the re-negotiation of the Large Combustion
Plants Directive.

Was interaction then intentional? Were air quality targets consciousy and
specifically designed with the purpose of influencing the NEC Directive
process? On balance, we would say no. Control over the interaction was clearly



in the hands of the segments of EU institutions and Member States involved in
the Acidification/NEC context.

Responses: Some response in terms of collective decision-making can be noted.
The NEC Directive proposed by the Commission in June 1999 contains explicit
references to the air quality considerations; especially in terms of ground-level
ozone. Cf: ‘<Ozone target values> are an important supporting element to the
nationally based ceilings' . Possibly also some tacit adaptation has taken place.

Adequacy of response: Our interpretation is that there has been a certain
interplay between the two processes. Without the air quality considerations, the
NECs would have been harder to justify. Still, the timing may not have been
perfect. If the ground-level ozone directive had been in place before the NEC
Directive was launched and this latter process ‘took off’, then the influence on
the NOx and VOC emission ceilings could have been stronger. Moreover, the
establishment of the Clean Air For Europe programme in 2001 can be seen as
an indication that policy integration has not been optima so far and should be
strengthened.

Remarks. What about the other way around; did work on the Acidification
Strategy and NEC Directive influence work on the air quality directives? Given
the fact that the initial air quality framework directive was adopted in 1996; at a
time when the Acidification Strategy was till only in its preparatory stages, the
influence this way must be assumed to have been minimal. While pollution
reductions necessary to achieve limit values would obvioudy help to reduce
some deposition, the driving force in setting these limit values was an
assessment of health or vegetation impacts (e.g. by reference to WHO) aone.

Sources. |EEP Manua of EU Environmental Policy; EU Commission’s NEC
Directive proposa (1999); Wettestad (forthcoming 2002).



2.3. Air quality legidation supporting stricter fuel standards and vehicle
emission limits: The Auto-Oil | Programme and related directives astarget

Issue: Measures to curb vehicle emissions are integral parts of more general
policy efforts to attain stricter air quality targets. The Auto-Oil process has been
the most important EU process in the field of curbing vehicle emissions in the
1990s. Starting in 1992, the Auto-Oil Programme contained three main
elements. 1) urban air quality studies; 2) a programme on emissions, fuels and
engine technologies, and 3) a cost-effectiveness study. This led to directive
proposals in 1996 on stricter fuel standards and tighter emission limits. These
directives were adopted in 1998. Hence, the air quality directives and the Auto-
Oil I Programme and related directives were debated and adopted over roughly
the same time period; partly targeting the same substances, such as NOX,
benzene and carbon monoxide. As there was a separate sub-study on air quality
within the initial Auto-Oil Programme, air quality considerations clearly played
arolefor this process.

Cause and policy fields: Quite smilar to the previous inventory, the interaction
is rooted in a combination of general, overriding overlaps and specific
differences. In genera, improving fudl quality and tightening vehicle emissions
limits can be seen as an important and logical component in the process of
achieving air quality objectives. Moreover, the overlap is especially strong in the
field of ground-level ozone. Strengthening fuel quality and vehicle emission
limits are centra ingredients in the political fight to reduce ground-level ozone.

However, both the sub-objectives and means of the two directives differ.
In terms of sub-objectives, the Auto-Oil directives seek to bring down vehicle
emissions, while the air quality directives seek to obtain compliance with air
guality limits. In terms of means, the Auto-Qil directives seek to bring down
vehicle emissions by the establishment of fuel quality requirements and specific
emission limits; while the air quality directives seek to improve air quality by
establishing specific limit values.

Initial effect: Interaction started due to the smple fact that air quality targets
cannot be attained without the adoption and implementation of various measures
to curb the emissions of air pollutants; in this case vehicle emissions. The effect

10



has been synergistic. Scientific and policy clarification having taken place
within the air quality and air framework Directive context has probably inspired
and benefited the Auto-Oil process.

Nature of influence: Hence, smilar to the Acidification/NEC context, the
guestion of intentionality is difficult. Were air quality targets conscioudy and
specifically designed with the purpose of influencing the Auto-Oil process and
related directives? On balance, we would again say no. Influence seems to have
been more indirect and subtle. Moreover, control of the effect was in the hands
of the segments of EU institutions and Member States involved in the Auto-Qil
context.

Responses: When the Auto-Oil | process was initiated by the Commission in
1992, part of the backdrop for its initiation was the then recently formulated and
adopted WHO air quality targets. Hence, the Auto-Oil process was initialy
influenced more by general air quality thinking than the more specific EU
legidation in this area. However, when the Auto-Oil | Directives were launched
in 1996, reference was explicitly made to existing and forthcoming EU air
quality legidlation and standards. Hence, there has been a response at the level of
collective decision-making. The Auto-Oil directives can partly be seen as a
response to various air quality problems and related EU legidation.

Adequacy of Responses. Again somewhat similar to the Acidification/NEC
context, the interpretation is that there has been a certain interplay between the
two processes. Without the air quality considerations, the proposals for stricter
fuel quality and emission limits would have been harder to justify. Still, in a
sensg, the timing was far from perfect in this case either. When the Commission
put forward the fuel standard and emission limits proposals in June 1996, none
of the air quality daughter directives had been presented. Moreover,the

establishment of CAFE in 2001 can be seen as indication that policy integration
and has not been adequate or optimal so far and should be strengthened.

Remarks:. Did the vehicle context and Auto-Oil then influence the air quality
policy processes? The general impression is. very little, but this needs further
scrutiny.
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Sources. The Auto-Oil | Communication, Europe Environment, supplement to
no 484, Sept.1996; Wettestad (forthcoming 2002).

2.4. Air quality legislation supporting the setting of BAT for industrial activities:
The Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control (IPPC) Directive astarget

Note: there will be a wider discussion of the role of environmental standards
from arange of EU legidation in the WP on IPPC.

Issue: The air quality framework Directive and the IPPC Directive were debated
and adopted over the same time period. The IPPC Directive may also be seen as
a framework measure, as certain industrial activities are to be authorized in
order to attain ‘a high level of protection for the environment taken as a whole'.
The am is to prevent or reduce emissions to air, water and land. Regulation of
industry is an important component of the delivery of air quality objectives.

Cause and policy fields: The interaction is specific and relates to the role of air
guality limit values in regulatory activity. The IPPC Directive refers to
‘environmental quality standards (thus including a range of other objectives
from the acquis). The interaction occurs via the rules implementing IPPC. The
IPPC Directive requires regulators to determine permit conditions for
installations which must take account of the need to meet environmental quality
standards, i.e. the limit values of the air framework Directive.

Initial effect: The effects are entirely synergistic, i.e. IPPC must be used (where
possible) to assist in delivering the objectives of the air framework Directive.
The framework Directive acts as a constraint on the operation of IPPC. This
occurs a the level of the individua permit determination. When BAT is
determined the regulator must consider whether the proposed operation would
lead to a breach of the limit values. If so, the techniques used must be changed
or, if this is not possible, the permit should not be given. While it might be
argued that this constraint is somewhat counter to some flexibility objectivesin
IPPC, the overal effect is to ensure that the outcome objectives of both
Directives (air protection and protection of the environment as a whole) is
achieved. The effect is, therefore, seen in the implementation of the rules of the
IPPC Directive, ie they must take account of the rules of the source institution
12



(the air framework Directive). The effect occurs due to the requirements drafted
into the IPPC Directive, rather than in the drafting of the framework Directive.
The source inditution is one of a number of Directives establishing
environmental quality standards and IPPC takes account of al of these.
However, the consequences of IPPC cannot have been ignored as the air
framework Directive was adopted as they were both debated at the same time.

Nature of influence: This influence is intentional and agreed by the
Commission, Council and EP while both the IPPC and air framework Directives
were adopted. The actual implementation of the influence is in the hands of the
competent authorities who make permit determinations. The influence is,
therefore, entirely functional, acting via the rules of the affected institution.
However, asindicated above intentiondity is best ascribed to the drafting of the
IPPC Directive rather than the air framework Directive, athough the same
actors were involved in adopting both Directives.

Responses: This is uncertain, but likely to be limited. The response would be
seen in aterations to permit conditions to achieve air quality limit values that
would not otherwise have occurred as IPPC is progressively implemented. This
may be especiadly difficult to determine. Thus athough there is a strong
intentional interaction, the practical implications may be less evident given
genera progress on improving the environmental outcomes of industry.
However, it requires further investigation.

Adequacy of response; Thisistoo early to state, given that IPPC is still being
implemented. The air framework Directive limit values should limit certain
conditions in IPPC permits. Only much later examination of actua permit
conditions will determine whether this has taken place. However, interviews
with relevant authorities may give some prior guidance on this issue.

Sour ces:

Emmott, N. (1997). The IPPC Directive: prospects for a level playing field.
Clean Air and Environmental Protection, 27; Emmott, N. (1999). IPPC and
beyond - developing a strategic approach to industry for European
environmental policy. Journa of Environmental Policy and Planning.
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2.5. EU climate policy supporting air quality targets. THERMIE/JOULE, SAVE,
ALTENER and Renewables Directive as sources

Issue: Within the context of developing an EU political response to the
challenge of climate change, the EU has adopted severa programmes and
policies to enhance energy efficiency and the use of renewable energy. More
energy-efficient and ‘renewable’ societal activities also mean activities spewing
out less pollutants and hence improving air quality. Relevant climate change
programmes and policies include SAVE (promoting energy efficiency),
THERMIE/JOULE (energy technology marketing), and ALTENER (promoting
the use of renewables). As a recent development, agreement on a specific
Renewables Directive setting national indicative targets was achieved in July
2001.

Cause and palicy fields: The interaction is fundamentally rooted in the fact that
both policy areas aim to reduce emissions causing unwanted atmospheric
changes. Hence, they are both issue areas within the environmental policy field.
However, EU energy efficiency work started long before the climate change
issue ‘took off’, and this work has continued to touch upon also high-policy
Issues such as making the EU less vulnerable in terms of energy supply. In terms
of specific sub-objectives and means, there are of course clear differences. EU
energy efficiency and renewables policy aims to bring down emissions
contributing to climate change by various means, including financial incentives,
information, and the setting of national targets. EU air quality directives seek to
obtain compliance with air quality limits.

Initial effect: Interaction started due to the simple fact that air quality targets
cannot be attained without the adoption and implementation of various measures
to curb the emissions of air pollutants. THERMIE/JOULE, SAVE, ALTENER
and the Renewables Directive are all measures which contribute to a reduction
of such emissions. Effects are synergistic. Assessments of SAVE and
ALTENER indicated that these programmes have been only quite moderately
effective so far in terms of spurring greater energy efficiency and use of
renewables. Hence, the contribution of this work to the efforts to improve EU air
quality must also be quite moderate.

14



Nature of influence: The margina influence must be classified as intentional.
However, athough EU policy-makers hammering out climate change policies
have probably been aware of the beneficia side effects for the arr quality
context, this aspect has not been very important.

Response: A very moderate one. For instance, the Commission’s 1999 proposal
for an ozone directive mentions briefly touches upon the interplay with the
climate change context and the beneficia effects of limiting ground-level ozone
for the work on climate change. Climate change does not figure centraly in the
CAFE programme, athough the general links are acknowledged. In the 2001
CAFE report, it was said: ‘The links between air quality objectives and other
environmental, economic and social objectives also need to be continually assessed. Of
particular importance in this respect is the relationship with climate change policy, and in
particular the possible development of the European Climate Change Programme, mirroring
the Clean Air for Europe Programme. Atmospheric emissions are the common cause of both
climate change and air quality problems, and there are important synergies and potential

trade-offs between the two policy areas. While it is not currently envisaged to address climate
change directly within CAFE, it is clear that very close links need to be kept between the two

programmes . It can further be noted that climate change is not mentioned at al in
the 2001 CAFE Communication.

Adequacy of response: It is unlikely that a closer contact and interaction
between the two policy processes would have assisted the air quality work a
great deal. However, the CAFE report formulation referred to above indicates a
certain, general synergy potential left to be tapped between the two issue areas.

Comments. As there are certain policy overlaps, standards adopted in the air
guality context aso have implications for the climate context. For instance, NO2
and VOCs form ozone, and ozone in the troposphere adds around 8% to the
greenhouse gas warming potential of other greenhouse gases such as CO2 and
hal ocarbons.

Sources. EU Report on CAFE (2001); EU Communication on CAFE (2001);
Wettestad (2000; 2001).
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General remark to section 2: The CAFE program also mentions the following
processeg/directives as relevant in the EU air pollution policy context: the
Exchange of Information Council Decison (97/101/EU); Directive on
Biologica Screening of the Population of Lead; Directive on prevention and
reduction of environmental pollution by asbestos.

3. Vertical interactions: strong external influences on the EU?

3.1. Critical loads inspiring EU air quality legislation: The UNECE Convention of
Long-Range Transboundary Air Pollution CLRTAP) as source

Issue: CLRTAP was edtablished in 1979 and was during the 1980s the clear
driving force in the development of European air pollution policies. Protocols
caling for stabilisation or reductions of emissons have been adopted on SO,
(1985 and 1994); NOx (1988); VOCs (1991); heavy metas and persstent organic
pollutants (1998); and the most recent ‘jewel in the crown’: the 1999 Gothenburg
Protocol, targeting four substances (SO,, NOx, VOCs, NH4) and three effects
(acidification, ground-level ozone and euthrophication). As can be recaled, the
firs EU air qudity daughter directive targeted SO, and NOx, and the third
daughter directive targets ground-level ozone, with NOx and VOCs as important
precursors. Hence, CLRTAP policies and policy-making have clear genera
relevance for EU air quality policy-making.

Within the more specific air quality context, thinking developed within
CLRTAP on criticd loads i.e. limits or thresholds in the environment above which
damage occurs, has influenced the setting of EU air quality limits.

Cause and policy fields: Although there is differing membership between the two
ingtitutions and partly differing means, it is the fundamental smilarity in
regulatory challenges which has driven the interaction between CLRTAP and the
EU in the field of air quality. CLRTAP and EU’s air quality legidation share the
objective of reducing air pollution in Europe. EU air pollution policy naturaly
covers the geographical area of the member states put together (i.e. presently
Northern and Southern Europe). The LRTAP Convention does not explicitly limit
the scope to Europe, but the ECE context implicitly signas the *heartland’ of the
Convention (i.e. Europe and Russia). All EU states are members of CLRTAP, and
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the EU is also a separate contracting party in most of the CLRTAP protocols. But
CLRTAP a0 has 33 other parties, in addition to the 15 EU states.

There is a certain difference in means between CLRTAP and EU air quality
legidation. CLRTAP has focused on the emisson side by adopting (nationa)
emission ceilings, while EU air quality legidation focus on the environment side,
by adopting limit values. But, as indicated above, it is the fundamental smilarity
and usefulness for the EU of CLRTAP's development of the critical loads
approach that fuelled the interaction and diffuson of limit values from the
CLRTAP to the EU context. There is aso a substantid difference in terms of
institutional structure between CLRTAP and the EU. CLRTAP isa‘classc’ inter-
nationa regime; while the EU is a much more complex ingtitution, with certain
supra-national characteristics. As the EU is clearly a formally stronger ingtitution
than CLRTAP, with for instance a capacity for mgority voting, this difference
does not drive the CLRTAP influence on the EU. It is more relevant in a study of
the EU’ sinfluence on CLRTAP.

Initial effect: The CLRTAP adopted an effects based approach in the
development of the second sulphur protocol (adopted in 1994). This approach was
based upon criticad loads for acidification combined with assessments of
deposition from each country leading to exceedence of criticd loads around
Europe. The critical loads approach was developed in Sweden and Canada and
taken up enthusiasticaly by parties such as the UK. The approach was then used
as the bads for emisson reduction assessments under the multi-pollutant and
multi-effects protocol (i.e. Gothenburg Protocol), which added critical loads for
eutrophication alongside those for acidification.

The critical loads approach was seen as successful in CLRTAP by EU
policy makers. The first analysis undertaken within this arena occurred within the
Acidification Strategy. However, together with critica levels for ambient
pollutants, it aso began to drive the analysis underlying legidative proposals on
air protection. This has included the daughter Directives of the air framework
Directive. Thus the methodological links between CLRTAP and the Directive are
strong and synergistic.

Nature of influence: CLRTAP does generally not have the ability to unilateraly
influence the EU. As noted above, this has something to do with the fact that
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CLRTAP is a more weak international ingtitution than the EU. Still, CLRTAFP's
longer history and initial frontrunner position in the international combat of air
pollution may have added weight to the ability of CLRTAP to influence others.

The development of the thinking on critical loads within CLRTAP did not
take place with the intention of influencing EU air quality legidation. The purpose
was primarily to establish a more sound scientific base for CLRTAP policy-
making. It is likely that membership played an important role in affecting this
influence, however. Sweden, a mgor advocate of the critical loads approach under
CLRTAP, became a member of the EU in 1995 and immediately seconded
personnel to the European Commission to work on the Acidification Strategy. It is
from this point on that the critical loads approach enters EU policy development
explicitly.

Responses: There has clearly been a response in terms of inter-ingtitutional co-
ordination to the developing interaction and mutua relevance of air pollution
policy-making within the two contexts. The relationship to EU activities is
summed up and debated at CLRTAP s annual Executive Body meetings, and there
have been infrequent meetings between high-ranking EU and CLRTAP officias.
In addition, the overlapping membership ensures a regular co-ordination between
EU and CLRTAP activities at the Member State levd.

Adequacy of response: The impression is here that co-ordination between the two
ingtitutions has been handled quite well, but that there is a certain synergy
potential left to be tapped. This is explicitly emphasised in the EU
Communication on the CAFE programme, viz.: ‘The need to enhance co-
operation with ..CLRTAP.. has been one of the strongest messages arising from
discussions with national and stakeholder representatives "’

Sources. Wettestad (1999); EU Commission’s Communication on the CAFE
Programme (2001); Wettestad (forthcoming 2002).
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3.2. External air quality guidelines virtually copied by the EU? The World Health
Organisation (WHO) as source

Issuee The World Hedth Organisation adopts guidelines on what is to be
considered as ‘hedlthy air’ in the form of non-binding, guiding target values. Up
until recently, the most important regional focus for WHO has been Europe
(through the Air Quality Guidelines for Europe reports).”* The EU is in the
process of developing and adopting similar binding limit values for the EU area
and has used the WHO guidelines as important benchmarks and points of
reference in its internal process.

Cause and policy fields: What drives this interaction is a combination of
overlapping policy fieldsand institutional differences. WHO and the EU target
the same substances in their efforts to establish guidelines to good air quality.
Moreover, as indicated above, the centra regional focus for both WHO and the
EU in teems of air quality is Europe. However, there are of course clear
institutional differences. Although WHO’s work on air quality has specifically
focused Europe, it has a fundamentally global policy scope. Moreover, WHO's
target values are non-binding, while the EU adopts binding legidation. Hence,
even if the target values are not changed in the process from WHO
recommendations to EU law, they acquire an additional political weight by
being adopted within the EU system.

Initial effect: Determining what is healthy air quaity and what is not is a
difficult process; with considerable scientific uncertainty and conflicting reports.
In this political minefield, it has probably been very useful for EU officials to
have the WHO guidelines as central points of reference. Although the WHO
guidelines are cast in the form of non-binding recommendations, it seems clear
that they have had an important and influentia role in the EU debates. For
instance, the Fifth Environment Action Programme demanded that WHO
guideline values should become mandatory at EU level. ™ In this perspective, it is

" EU Communication (COM (2001) 245), p.14.

'8 The first report was published in 1987. See WHO Air quality guidelines, 1999, Executive Summary.

19 Amann and Lutz paper, 2000, p.6. Cf. also: “ The definition of a no-damage <ozone> level for human health
was more controversial. Ultimately, reference was made to the assessment of the World Health Organization
for Europe...” (p.16).
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interesting to note that for instance EU limit values for NOx are completely
identical with WHO target values*® The impression is that the WHO guidelines
are the most influential externa influences in these processes. Hence, the
pathway is primarily at the output level. Effects have clearly reinforced the
policy direction of the target institution. Hence, thisis a clear case of synergistic
effects.

Natur e of influence: Given the non-binding character of the WHO guidelines,
WHO has no formal unilateral authority to influence the EU. However, the
Impression is that the WHO guidelines are very well-respected and represent a
substantial normative force. The WHO guidelines are by nature formulated to
influence other international and national actors, including the EU. Hence,
influence can be characterised as clearly intentional.

Responses. There has clearly been a response in terms of collective decision-
making. Partly there has been a response in the form of the incluson of WHO
expertsin EU working groups But there has aso been aresponse in the form of
EU air quaity limits and rules reflecting and adopting WHO guidelines. In
addition, there has also probably been some response in the form of tacit
adaptation. This will be interesting to investigate further in the next phase of this

studly.

Adequacy of response: The impression is that the contact and co-ordination
between the WHO and the EU has been very good in this field. If there is a
potential for even closer co-operation needs to be checked through interviewsin
the next phase of the project.

Sour ces. EU Fifth Environmental Action Programme (1993); WHO home page
(Air quality guideines, WHO, 1999); Amann and Lutz (2000); Acid News
(2001).

20 see Acid News 2, June 2001, p.12.
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3. Conclusons and recommendations

With regard to the overall profile of the ingtitutional interactions as indicated in
the title of this case study inventory, there is a difference between interna EU
interactions and interactions with internationa ingtitutions. Within the EU
environmental policy field, the process of developing EU air quality legidation
has seemingly influenced other air pollution legidation more than the air quality
process has been influenced by these other processes. Hence, the EU air quality
process has been somewhat of a ‘pitcher’. This is only partly explained by
timing. For instance in the case of the NEC Directive, much of the air quality
legidation was in place at the time the NEC Directive was proposed (but not the
ozone directive!). So additional explanations need to be found. However, in a
broader perspective, it is clear that the EU ar quality processes have been
strongly influenced by more fundamental EU developments such as the
establishment of the Single Market and the related increase in transport and
traffic.

Overdl, the degree of interaction between the centra EU processes in the
field of environment and air pollution has so far not been very strong. In the
light of the recent establishment of CAFE, this finding should not come as a
surprise. A central, under-lying rationale for the establishment of CAFE is the
inadequate coordination and linking of EU air pollution processes so far. Hence,
two of the central objectives of CAFE are to ensure that measures in different
sectors needed to achieve air quality objectives are taken in a codt-effective
manner a the relevant policy level through the development of effective
structura links with the relevant policy areas, and to develop an overdll
integrated strategy to achieve air quality objectives in a cost-effective way.* For
an overview of the horizontal interaction, see table 1 below.

With regard to the interaction between EU legidation and the activities
and policies of international institutions, the relationship to WHO is a clear

%L The other main objectives are: to develop, collect and validate scientific information concerning air pollution,
including projections, inventories, integrated assessment modelling and cost-effectiveness analysis studies,
leading to the development of air quality and deposition objectives and indicators and identification of measures
required to reduce emissions; to support the implementation of legislation and develop new legislation,
especially the air framework Directive daughter Directives and contribute to the review of international
protocols; and to disseminate widely (including to the public) information and results from the programme.
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example of the EU being in a ‘catcher’ position. This is possbly partly
explained by timing, i.e. the fact that WHO started issuing comprehensive air
quality guidelines in 1987, well before the smilar EU process started in the
early 1990s. Partly, it may be explained by the general position of the WHO asa
well-respected, established global institution. The relationship to CLRTAP has,
apart from the critical loads interplay and diffusion of ideas, been more of a
distant and indirect one. This has much to do with the simple fact that CLRTAP
is built around emissions reductions requirements and not ar quality
requirements. See table 2 below for a summary of vertical interaction..

Tumming to  preliminary  policy-relevant  conclusons  and
recommendations With regard to the interaction of EU policies, several of the
inventories have touched upon the issue of timing. In essence: if you would like
to see a policy/directive influencing another policy-making process in an
optimal way, by establishing a firm focal point/benchmark, ensure that the
source policy is finished before the target process starts. In practice, this is of
course difficult to achieve. The ingtitutiona complexity of the EU system
implies many points where processes may stall and get delayed. Still, increased
awareness about the importance of timing in processes of interaction and
influence may serve as a stimulant to get things moving.

Finally, in terms of in-depth case studies in the next phase of the project,
it was decided at the second project workshop held in London in the end of
September 2001 to focus on 1) the Auto/Oil and fuel standards and vehicle
emissons process, with regard to EU, horizonta interaction; and 2) the
interesting EU-WHO vertical relationship.
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Table 1. Interaction between the EU air quality legidation process and other relevant EU policy processes and directives

Institutions | Single Market as Ac.Strategy/NEC Auto-Oil IPCC astarget EU energy
source as target astarget efficiency/renewables
policy
as source
Cause Very different Overlapping focus | Overlapping focus | Overlapping Overlapping general
objectives on ground-level on ground-level general objectives, but differing
ozone, but differing | ozone, but objectives, but sub-objectives and
sub-objectivesand | differing sub- differing means means
means objectives and
means
Effect Disruptive Synergistic Synergistic Synergistic Synergistic
Influence Unintended side- Intentional; Intentional; Intentional, Moderately intentional;
effects; target control target control target control target control
source control
Response Various Some Some coll. Littleso far M oderate. Mentioned,
coll.dec.making dec.making but not prioritised in
CAFE
Adequacy Failureto curb Reasonably good. Reasonably good. | Unknown at this Reasonably good. But as
increasing trafficand | But the But the stage pinpointed in CAFE, a
transport emissions establishment of establishment of certain further synergy
CAFE indicates CAFE indicates potential
further synergy further synergy
potential potential




Table 2: Interaction between the EU air quality legisation process and international

institutions and processes

Institutions | CLRTAP as source WHO as source
Cause Overlapping problem Overlapping policy
scope, similarity in fields
regulatory challenges and institutional
and overlapping differences
membership. But also
institutional
differences, including
membership
differences
Effect Synergistic Synergistic
Influence Unintentional; target Intentional;
control target control
Response Variousinter- Collective dec.making;
institutional WHO participation in
coordination expert groups
Adequacy Quite good, but a Seemingly good
certain, further
synergy potential
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