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MOTION FOR A EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT RESOLUTION

on the analysis of options to move beyond 20% greenhouse gas emission reductions and 
assessing the risk of carbon leakage
(2011/2012(INI))

The European Parliament,

– having regard to the Commission Communication ‘Analysis of options to move beyond 
20% greenhouse gas emission reductions and assessing the risk of carbon leakage’
(COM(2010)0265) and the accompanying document (SEC(2010)0650), 

– having regard to the EU climate and energy package,

– having regard to its previous resolutions regarding climate change, in particular its 
resolution of 25 November 2010 on the climate change conference in Cancun (COP16)1,

– having regard to Rule 48 and Rule 50 of its Rules of Procedure,

– having regard to the report of the Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food 
Safety and the opinion of the Committee on Industry, Research and Energy
(A7-0000/2011),

A. whereas the EU’s climate objective is to limit climate change to 2°C above the pre-
industrial level; whereas the climate package adopted in December 2008 represents a first 
step towards ensuring EU action in line with this objective; whereas countries 
representing some 80% of global emissions have pledged to reduce emissions, although 
the Parties to the UNFCCC acknowledged in Cancun that current pledges are insufficient 
to meet the 2°C objective,

B. whereas, according to the European Environmental Agency, in 2009 the EU’s greenhouse 
gas emissions were 17.3% lower than in 1990,

C. whereas the global carbon budget that is likely to meet the 2°C objective is about 800 
billion tonnes of CO2 between 2005 and 2050; whereas the EU’s share of the global 
population in 2050 is projected at 5.7%,

D. whereas, due to the economic crisis, emissions from sectors in the EU emissions trading 
system (ETS) have been considerably lower than projected, and below the level of initial 
allocation,

E. whereas the lower carbon price will have a significant impact on investment decisions and 
will reduce the revenues from auctioning allowances for financing climate action in the 
EU and in developing countries,

F. whereas, according to the Commission, stepping up effort to 30% while the other 
countries retain their low pledges would have a limited incremental impact on the EU’s
energy intensive industry, as long as the special measures for industry stay in place,

                                               
1 Texts adopted, P6_TA(2010)0442.
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1. Welcomes the Commission Communication demonstrating that stepping up to a 30% 
target is technically feasible and economically affordable;

2. Calls for the Commission to come forward with proposals to move to a 30% greenhouse 
gas reduction target for 2020 as soon as possible, and at the latest by the end of 2011;

Analysis of the 20 % target today

3. Emphasises that, according to climate science, limiting climate change to an average of 
2°C does not guarantee avoiding significant adverse climate impacts, but overshooting 
2°C is likely to multiply adverse impacts and increase the likelihood of reaching tipping 
points where temperature levels begin to force the release of naturally trapped carbon 
from sinks such as forests and permafrost, and limit the ability of nature to absorb carbon 
in the oceans; 

4. Recalls that, according to IPCC 4AR, to have a 50% chance of limiting climate change to 
2°C industrialised countries need to reduce their emissions by 25-40% by 2020; points out 
that the EU’s current target is not in line with its 2°C objective; 

5. Notes that the European Council has recognised that further reductions in the range of 80-
95% by 2050 as compared to 1990 are necessary; points out that a linear trajectory 
between 2009 and 2050 would result in a 2020 target in the range of 34-38% as compared 
to 1990; 

6. Reiterates that cumulative emissions are decisive for the climate system; notes that even 
with a pathway of 30% reductions in 2020, 55% in 2030, 75% in 2040 and 90% in 2050 
the EU would still be responsible for approximately double its per capita share of the 
global 2°C compatible carbon budget, and that delaying emissions reductions increases
the cumulative share significantly;

7. Stresses that delaying climate action would result in higher costs for achieving the 2050 
target due to stranded investment in high-carbon capital stock and slower technological 
learning; 

8. Points out that, according to the Commission analysis, the surplus of allowances in the 
ETS will correspond to around 2.4 billion banked allowances and unused international 
credits in 2020;

9. Recognises that investment in green technologies depends heavily on the price signal 
delivered by the carbon market and concludes therefore that, under the current 20% target,
the ETS will have a very limited role in driving emission reductions and deployment of 
low-emission technologies in the sectors it covers; 

10. Notes that, due to the surplus and low carbon price, the auction of allowances will also not 
mobilise resources for climate investments as expected;

Options and tools to move beyond the 20% target

11. Recalls that, according to the Commission analysis, stepping up to the 30% reduction 
target with 25% domestic effort now represents an increase of EUR 11 billion as 
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compared to 2008 projections for the absolute costs of the climate and energy package in 
2020; notes the Commission assessment that this will raise the carbon price in the EU ETS 
to some EUR 30/tonne of CO2, i.e. similar to the level estimated necessary for the 20% 
reduction target in 2008;

12. Supports the Commission analysis that cost-effective sharing of the additional effort 
between ETS and non-ETS sectors remains the same as under the climate package;

13. Concurs with the Commission analysis that moving to a 30% reduction target with cost-
efficient effort sharing between ETS and non-ETS, and a 25% domestic effort (the rest 
with offsets), would correspond to an ETS cap reduction of 1.4 billion allowances; 

14. Notes the option of implementing the change in the ETS through cancelling allowances 
assigned for auctioning; considers however that all sectors should contribute; 

15. Recognises that some of the most cost-effective reduction potential is found in Member 
States that are currently below the EU average for GDP per capita, and that public 
intervention to facilitate financing of initial investments is likely to be necessary to 
achieve reductions in the non-ETS sectors; stresses the need for EU financial mechanisms 
to be revised to trigger cost-effective GHG reductions in the EU; 

16. Deplores the lack of measures to capture the negative-cost greenhouse gas reduction 
potential in energy and resource efficiency; calls for strict application of the least lifecycle 
cost principle in implementing measures under the Eco-design Directive and for the 
Commission to review the methodology to consider alignment to a ‘top-runner’ approach; 

17. Calls for specific targets for EU land use, land use change and forestry (LULUCF), 
ensuring permanence and the environmental integrity of the sector’s contribution to 
emissions reductions as well as accurate monitoring and accounting; 

18. Reiterates that EU reduction targets need to be primarily achieved within the EU; recalls 
that the use of international offsets replaces investment into the EU economy and delays 
domestic reductions in the EU;

Co-benefits and impacts

19. Is convinced that the advantage of acting earlier contributes to significant long-term 
benefits for Europe’s competitiveness, by maintaining a strong position in a rapidly 
growing global market for clean technologies; 

20. Considers that a move to a 30% climate target for 2020 would restore the incentives for 
innovation lost by the easing of the 20% target;

21. Notes that European eco-industries employ approximately 3.4 million (FTE), which is ten 
times the figure for direct employment in the EU steel sector in 2007; points out that,
according to recent studies, raising the EU climate target to 30% can foster up to 6 million 
additional jobs in Europe; 

22. Considers that, while moving to a more ambitious climate target does have primarily a 
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positive impact on job creation, measures should be taken to facilitate structural change 
and labour-force retraining in communities with a large-scale loss of high carbon 
employment and also to ensure new growth sectors have sufficient access to appropriately 
skilled labour;

23. Emphasises the size of co-benefits related to improved air quality, estimated by the 
Commission at between EUR 6.3 billion and EUR 22 billion per year in 2020 without 
taking into account co-benefits related to reduced costs from illnesses; notes that,
according to additional analysis, the health and air pollution co-benefits of a move to a 
30% target increase this to a range of EUR 6.3 to EUR 35.8 billion, with the higher end 
being achieved when reduction efforts are domestic; 

24. Notes the Commission analysis that achieving a 30% reduction target will reduce imports 
of oil and gas by some EUR 40 billion in 2020, assuming an oil price of USD 88 per 
barrel in 2020; considers that this oil price estimate is likely to be very conservative, as the 
International Energy Agency (2010) predicts an oil price of USD 108 by 2020, which 
would increase the estimated benefits of lower energy imports by more than 20%; 

25. Emphasises that the co-benefits of emissions reductions only occur for emissions 
reductions achieved inside the EU and where there is a strong emphasis on increased 
energy efficiency investment; 

26. Concludes that stepping up to a 30% target has more benefits than costs for EU citizens
and a domestic achievement of the reduction targets would bring the highest overall 
benefit;

Assessing the risk of carbon leakage

27. Notes that energy-intensive sectors are likely to end up with a very considerable number 
of unused freely allocated allowances at the end of the second ETS period in 2012, which 
can then be carried over to 2013-2020 phase, putting them into a comparatively better 
position for international competition compared with 2008; 

28. Notes that installations representing a very large majority of the non-power sector 
emissions covered by the ETS have been granted free allocation up to a product specific 
benchmark on the basis of high pre-recession production levels for the entire period up to 
2020; 

29. Remains concerned about the large potential for windfall profits undermining public 
acceptance of the EU’s climate policy and points to lack of evidence of any delocalisation; 

30. Concurs with the Commission analysis that border adjustment measures or including 
imports in the ETS would need to be combined with full auctioning to the sectors 
concerned; considers that such a system could be envisaged especially for some 
standardised commodities, such as steel or cement, and electricity;

31. Supports applying a more targeted approach to any use of offsets, and restricting the use 
of CDM credits generated in energy-intensive sectors in countries other than the least 
developed countries, initially through measures such as the application of a multiplier, for 
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instance requiring two CDM credits to be surrendered per tonne emitted in the ETS; 

32. Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the Council and the Commission.
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EXPLANATORY STATEMENT

Introduction
The threat to humanity posed by climate change is not decreasing, and the impacts of 2°C 
warming are rather worse than previously thought. Although it is not possible to pin extreme 
weather events to global warming, it is very likely that climate change exacerbates the 
frequency and intensity of the extremes. 

The inability of the international community to come to a comprehensive binding 
international climate treaty in Copenhagen does not mean countries are not taking action.
Results from Cancun meeting prove that countries are taking action and negotiations have 
gained new momentum. Europe is now 17.3% below 1990 carbon emissions.1 The European 
Environmental Agency anticipates emissions to stabilise below 2008 levels, even with 
economic recovery, and without further measures.2

European countries face critical choices to preserve their future prosperity and security. 
Moving to a domestic greenhouse gas reduction target which is in line with the EU's climate 
objectives can be combined with healthier economy, increase in green jobs and innovation.

EU ETS effectiveness
Without significant tightening of the cap, the EU Emissions Trading System (EU ETS) risks 
becoming redundant in driving investments in green technologies and innovation. 
Commission analysis3 has shown that under the 20% climate target, the surplus of allowances 
in the ETS will correspond to around 2.4 billion banked allowances and unused international 
credits in 2020. This surplus leads to an inefficient price signal and will also significantly 
reduce revenues from auctioning that could be used to stimulate climate technologies and 
investments in energy savings, thereby creating millions of additional jobs.

The Rapporteur´s proposal
In this light, your Rapporteur calls for the Commission to come forward with proposals to 
increase Europe's climate ambition to a 30% greenhouse gas reduction for 2020 as soon as 
possible, and at least before the end of 2011. 

The approach suggested is rather moderate in the Rapporteur’s view. Your Rapporteur 
considers that a move to 40% greenhouse gas reduction would be more appropriate from the 
point of view of science and the objective of maintaining climate change to 2°C, let alone 
1.5°C, an objective also recognised under the UNFCCC. Your Rapporteur has also refrained 
from calling for full domestic achievement of the EU climate target, although this would 
increase benefits for European citizens through improved European air quality and drive 
investments into the EU economy.

                                               
1 EEA, October 2010
2 COM(2010) 569 final, Progress towards achieving the Kyoto objectives, p.5
3 SEC(2010) 650, p. 34


