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7. Conclusions 
(Stef Proost, KUL) 

17.20 – 17.40 
 
Conclusion on the composition of this group: 
This group is a strong group of experts and many valuable comments resulted from the discussions. Stef 
Proost thanks the participants for their inputs. We have to complete this advisory group in a few 
directions: missing countries (Germany, Netherlands and some accession countries) as well as a few 
modes (rail and shipping) 
 
Conclusions in terms of content:  
- All participants are asked to have a look at Deliverable 1 (see www.tremove.org) and to give 

comments in the next two weeks.  The project team will contact participants on an individual basis 
when their expertises is specifically needed. 

- The load factors for trucks need to be analysed more accurately than in TREMOVE 1. 
- Modelling of air/rail competition and the (non)importance of vehicle stocks for these two modes will 

affect the model development. 
- Concerning inter modality, TREMOVE needs also to include rail-waterway connection (in addition to 

rail-truck and truck-waterway connections). 
- Emission performance and costs of new fuels and new technologies needs to be looked into carefully. 
- Emissions of imported old cars in accession countries as well as those Member State that have high 

taxes on vehicles. 
- Some concern was raised about the quality of external costs estimates and the fact that there is a risk 

of double counting benefits if they are first calculated in TREMOVE and then again in the benefit 
assessment under the CAFE programme. 

 
Conclusions added by Matti Vainio after the meeting: 
- The inclusion of the knowledge from new Member States and national modellers from current 

Member States needs to be better integrated. 
- As particulate matter will become the driver in health related aspects of CAFE the disaggregation of 

TREMOVE to appropriate vehicle categories needs further work, this relates both to light duty 
vehicles (predominantly diesel vehicles in cities) and large heavy duty vehicles (trailers/semitrailers 
which were modelled incorrectly in TREMOVE 1). Further the split of diesels in the passenger 
vehicle categories needs to be modelled correctly.  

- The environmental performance of two-wheelers needs to be modelled well. Currently two-wheelers 
are not modelled separately in SCENES (that give the forecast as far as vehicle kilometres are 
concerned). 

 
Extra remark added by Markus Amann: 
- It is unclear how TREMOVE handles the fact that people are getting richer (about twice as rich from 

today to 2020) and how this relates to car ownership and scrapping and ultimately to vehicle stock. 
This is likely to be particularly important in new Member States which are expected to grow faster 
than the present Member States.  

 
And by Stef Proost: 
- As regards the impact of wealth on car stock, I think we can handle this in TREMOVE II.  In the 

present version of TREMOVE the car stock itself is adapted in function of the carkm volume, the 
renewal of the desired car stock is a function of exogenous scrappage (technical failure and economic 
scrappage), the use of the car stock is a decreasing function of the age of the car. No used cars were 
imported or exported so that we did not need the model the second hand car market. 

- The main bias I see in the present version is missing the export and import of used cars. This was less 
of a problem for the EU-15 it will become more important for EU-25 
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- In the new version we will pay attention to additional factors: longer technical lifetime of vehicles, 
possible faster turnover of car stock because of wealth effects and export-import of used cars. The 
greater income growth rate and its effect on car use is already taken on board in the baseline of 
SCENES. The propensity to renew car stock faster can be taken on board in economic scrappage 
factors. 

 


