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The revision of the fuel quality directive (FQD) aims to set new standards for transportation 
fuels in order to reduce air pollution (sulphur and poly aromatic hydrocarbons).  In addition, 
the Commission proposes a CO2 reduction target. The FQD will thus become one of the 
instruments to fight climate change. 

Air quality
The revised FQD sets new standards for the amount of sulphur (SO2) and poly aromatic 
hydrocarbons in fuels for road vehicles, non-road vehicles and inland waterway vessels.
Lower SO2 content in fuels will lead to a reduction of PM (particulate matter) emissions. 
These are quite technical but important improvements that will benefit public health and 
enable member states to comply with air quality standards. 
Two air quality issues that affect the climate change goals deserve further attention. First, on 
inland waterway fuels the Commission proposes a SO2 reduction in two steps: a first 
reduction in 2009, followed by a further reduction in 2011. This two-step approach is justified 
by the fact that reducing SO2 requires a more intensive refining process and will thus lead to a 
slight increase of CO2 emissions. This seems questionable because reducing SO2 means that 
inland waterway vessels can be equipped with more advanced motors that are more efficient 
and therefore lead to a reduction of CO2 emissions. This reduction offsets the increase by the 
more intense refining process.
The second issue is ethanol blending and VOC-emissions. A side-effect of blending ethanol is 
that it increases the vapour pressure in the fuel tank, which leads to higher emissions of 
Volatile Organic Compounds. The Commission proposes to increase the vapour pressure limit 
in order to allow more ethanol blending. Blending ethanol can be an important instrument to 
cut CO2 emissions. It is however highly questionable that this ethanol waiver is necessary. 
On both issues, your rapporteur believes that it is not a good idea to sacrifice air quality for 
CO2 reduction.

Climate change
Road transport is responsible for about 20 percent of EU CO2 emissions. In order to reduce 
vehicle emissions, cars have to become more efficient, fuels cleaner and driving skills 
improved. New legislation is foreseen for cars – vehicle emissions should not exceed 130 
grams of CO2 per kilometre on average. This would mean a reduction of 19 percent compared 
to 2005, when the average emissions were 160 grams per kilometre. In addition to this, the 
Commission proposes in the FQD a reduction on fuel emissions of 10% in 2020.  
In article 7a of the revised FQD a "well to wheel" approach is proposed in which CO2 from 
all stages in the oil chain, from the oil well to the vehicle wheel, will be measured. The 
Commission wants oil companies to measure and report the CO2 burden of their fuels from 1
January 2009 onwards - and reduce the CO2 content each year with 1% between 2011 and 
2020. This means that in 2020 the CO2 related to fuel will be 90 percent of the level in 2011. 
This is an important and welcome step to achieve the climate goals which the EU has set itself 
and your rapporteur regards this as the key part of the Commission proposal.
Oil companies can opt themselves which methods they will use in order to achieve this 
emission reduction. They may opt for improving the efficiency of refining, blending energy 
efficient biofuels, and/or by stopping energy intensive production methods such as tar sand, 
coal-to-liquid and deep drilling.  
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The CO2 reduction obligation of 10 percent is likely to lead to increased use of better biofuels 
(like sugar cane), rather then the inefficient ones (like corn). It will encourage innovation (for 
example second generation biofuels technology). This would reduce the EU dependency on 
fossil fuels.

The Commission proposal is not very precise. It is proposed that calculation and measuring 
methods are to be decided in comitology. This is not very satisfying, because it involves very 
political questions and issues (see below).
Meanwhile, California is preparing similar legislation in order to reduce CO2 from fuels. 
Governor Schwarzenegger has signed the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS), which has the 
same goal as the EU proposal: 10 percent less CO2 from fuels in 2020. Both the EU and the 
Californian proposals need further elaboration on the methodology and both parties want to 
co-operate in order to ensure that the EU and the Californian legislation are compatible. In 
particular, the EU and California will share information and try to work out a compatible - but 
not necessarily identical - methodology on the measuring of CO2. The parliament should of 
course be part of this. There are five main issues:

1. Flexibility: the scope of the directive
The directive addresses companies. They should first measure and calculate CO2 and then 
reduce it. The current directive does not include hydrogen and electricity. But there are good 
reasons to allow electricity and hydrogen as fuels by changing the scope of the directive. This 
would make the system more complex but would allow more flexibility to fuel providers: 
instead of blending biofuels, they can choose for providing hydrogen and electricity services.
Even more flexibility is achieved when companies are allowed to trade with each other. Your 
rapporteur will investigate to what extend flexibility has be allowed. In general, a flexible 
approach is preferred, but enforcement, control and credibility will be important benchmarks.

2. Blending biodiesel
The blending of biodiesel within the EN900 diesel fuel specification is currently restricted to 
5 percent. For ethanol the Commission proposes to raise the blending to 10 percent maximum. 
The same should be allowed for biodiesel.

3. Early innovators
The CO2 content of fuels will first be measured and between 2011 and 2020 be reduced. As a 
starting point for the reduction the Commission proposes the overall CO2 levels measured in 
2010 as a base year for each company. This however implies that early innovators are 
punished. It may be an incentive to pollute more in order to raise the CO2 level of the base 
year. It may even imply the introduction of different standards for different companies. A top-
runner approach (or best practice approach) may be an alternative to this. The best performing 
company sets the standard based for 2010 emissions and this is the base from which further 
reductions have to be made. Less demanding would be to choose the average of three best 
performing companies as the base standard. In any case, early innovators should not be 
penalized. 

4. Global responsibility
Climate change is a global issue and the effects of our legislation need to be viewed from a 
global perspective. We don't gain a lot if our legislation encourages oil companies to use the 
light crude for the EU market because it contains less CO2, and leave the heavy and dirty 
crude for developing countries like China. So it might be an idea to introduce two categories 
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of fuel standards, one for heavier conventional crude, and one for lighter conventional crudes. 
And we could choose for each category the best performing company as the base standard.

5. Caring for biodiversity and social relation
There is much discussion on biofuels. Increased use of biofuels may have very negative 
consequences on biodiversity and food production. The FQD will encourage the choice for 
more CO2 efficient biofuels, but deals not with biodiversity and social issues. Your rapporteur 
favours the introduction of biodiversity and social criteria for biofuels to be used. These 
criteria should be easily and objectively measurable. Some research in the UK and the 
Netherlands has been done on these criteria and I will look in my report to include some 
guidelines for this.

Conclusion
The FQD revision is important to achieve air quality and climate change targets.
Your rapporteur strongly supports the inclusion of a CO2 target but feels that further 
elaboration is necessary, because mayor political questions are involved. She does not feel 
that it necessary to sacrifice air quality for CO2 targets. She wants to explore three 
perspectives: 

• Company perspective: For companies, some flexibility may help to achieve the 
targets. A top-runner approach may encourage innovation. Since oil and fuels are a 
global business, calculation methods and base standards are preferably the same or 
compatible those currently developed in the US. 

• International perspective: Climate change is a global problem. It should therefore be 
avoided that European companies will take the light crudes and leave the heavy, more 
CO2 intensive crude for countries like China. 

• People's perspective: Concerns about biodiversity and social issues should be taken 
into account as far as possible. Cars should not be driven at the expense of tropical 
forests or food production. 


