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Summary 

1.  What climate policies has the EU adopted? 
2.  Which are the main problems with the 

policies? 

3.  What role will the EU play in Copenhagen? 



1.  EU´s climate policies 



1.1  EU ETS 

•  Main Features: 
– CreaNon 
– Timing 
– Scope 
– Cap determinaNon 

– DistribuNon of allowances 
– Enforcement authority 
– Downstream approach 
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maximum percentage allowed by the EU Emissions Trading Directive (5 percent during the 2005-07

period and 10 percent during the 2008-12 period), but only for the first trading period.27 The second

period NAP process is nearly complete so that the

member states choosing to auction and their

percentages can now be presented in near final form.28

The allocation process as it has existed for both

the first and second trading periods would be radically

changed by the recently proposed amendments to the

Emissions Trading Directive. In essence, the system

would be drastically centralized. National Allocation

Plans would be abolished; the EU-wide cap would be set

centrally; a principle of 100 percent auctioning would

be established; free allocation to the power sector would

be abolished as of 2013; free allocation to all other

sectors would begin at 80 percent of the 2008-12 level

in 2013 and be phased out by 2020 with some

exceptions if international trade problems can be demonstrated; the rights to auction and to receive the

resulting revenue would be assigned to member states; and free allocations would be made by EU-wide

rules that would be worked out by the Commission and the member states. This bold proposal would

eliminate harmonization as a problem, make free allocation the exception, and presumably rely more on

benchmarks than is presently the case. The fate of these provisions  in the co-decision process over the

next year or two will reveal much about the degree of centralization that can be achieved in a multi-

national system, as well as the feasibility of EU-wide benchmarking, identifying trade-impacted sectors,

and shifting rapidly to high levels of auctioning. For one thing, allocating auction rights among nations

and deciding the use of auction revenues may prove no easier than negotiating caps among nations and

allocating allowances to firms. 

As this debate unfolds, it will be important to keep in mind that the decision to rely heavily on

free allocations of allowances to address distributional concerns and associated issues of political
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Table 4

Percent of Member State 

Allowances Auctioned

Member State Percent of Cap Auctioned
2005–07 2008–12

Denmark 5.0 0

Hungary 2.5 2.3*

Lithuania 1.5 2.9*

Ireland 0.75 0.50

Austria 0 1.2

Belgium 0 0.3

Germany 0 8.8

Netherlands 0 4.0

UK 0 7.0

EU Total 0.13 3.0

Source: National Allocation Plans.
*Proposed but not finally approved



1.1  EU ETS 

•  Main Features: 
– CreaNon 
– Timing 
– Scope 
– Cap determinaNon 

– DistribuNon of allowances 
– Enforcement authority 
– Downstream approach 



1.1  EU ETS 

•  Reform: 
–  EU common cap 
– DistribuNon of allowances: 

•  Increased aucNoning 
•  Common rules for free allocaNon 

–  Scope 
•  New sectors and gases (ETS 40% of total EU emissions) 
•  AviaNon 2012 
•  Small installaNons: opt out 

–  InternaNonal links 
•  NaNons or “administraNve enNNes” 



TentaNve figures for the 3rd phase 



1.1  EU ETS 

•  Reform: 
–  EU common cap 
– DistribuNon of allowances: 

•  Increased aucNoning 
•  Common rules for free allocaNon 

–  Scope 
•  New sectors and gases (ETS 40% of total EU emissions) 
•  AviaNon 2012 
•  Small installaNons: opt out 

–  InternaNonal links 
•  NaNons or “administraNve enNNes” 



1.2 Other EU policies 

•  “Effort sharing”: non EU ETS sectors 
•  Renewable energies 
•  Energy efficiency 

•  Car performance standards 

•  Less GHG emissions from fuels 

•  Carbon sequestraNon and storage 



2.  Problems and failures 

•  Levels of criNcism: 
– No criNcism at all 

– Complete failure 
– Moderate enthusiasm 



2.  Problems and failures 

•  Emissions facts 
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Figure ES.2 EU-15 GHG emissions 1990–2005 compared with target for 2008–2012 

(excl. LULUCF)

Note: The linear target path is not intended as an approximation of past and future emission trends. It provides a measure of how 

close the EU-15 emissions in 2006 are to a linear path of emissions reductions from 1990 to the Kyoto target for 2008–2012, 

assuming that only domestic measures will be used. Therefore, it does not deliver a measure of (possible) compliance of the 

EU-15 with its GHG targets in 2008–2012, but aims at evaluating overall EU-15 GHG emissions in 2006. The unit is index 

points with base year emissions being 100.

 GHG emission data for the EU-15 as a whole do not include emissions and removals from LULUCF. In addition, no 

adjustments for temperature variations or electricity trade are considered.

 For the fluorinated gases the EU-15 base year is the sum of Member States base years. 12 Member States have selected 

1995 as the base year under the Kyoto Protocol, Austria, France and Italy use 1990. Therefore, the EU-15 base year 

estimates for fluorinated gas emissions are the sum of 1995 emissions for 12 Member States and 1990 emissions for Austria, 

France and Italy. The EU-15 base year emissions also include emissions from due to deforestation for the Netherlands, 

Portugal and the United Kingdom (see Table 1.4).

 The index on the y axis refers to the base year (1995 for fluorinated gases for all Member States except Austria, France and 

Italy, 1990 for fluorinated gases for Austria, France and Italy and for all other gases). This means that the value for 1990 

needs not to be exactly 100.

Table ES.0 EU-27/15: Overview of Top decreasing/increasing source categories 2005-2006 

(+/– 4 Million tonnes CO
2
-equivalents) 

Source category EU-27 EU-15

Million tonnes (CO
2
-equivalent)

Households and services (CO
2
 from 1A4) – 16.6 – 18.8

Public electricity and heat production (CO
2
 from 1A1a) + 15.4 + 6.1

Road transport (CO
2
 from 1A3b) + 6.5 + 2.1

Nitric acid production (N
2
O from 2B2) – 6.3 – 5.4

Manufacturing industries (excl. iron and steel) (Energy-related CO
2
 

from 1A2 excl. 1A2a)
– 6.1 – 2.6

Petroleum refining (CO
2
 from 1A1b) – 5.4 – 5.5

Adipic acid production (N
2
O from 2B3) – 5.1 – 5.1

Iron and steel production (CO
2
 from 1A2a+2C1) + 5.0 – 1.2

Total change 2005–2006 – 14.2 – 34.9

Note: As the table only presents sectors that has increased/decreased equal or more than 4 Mt CO
2
-equivalents the sum for each 

country grouping EU-27/15 does not neccesearily match the total change listed at the bottom of the table
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Table ES.1 Greenhouse gas emissions in CO
2
-equivalents (excl. LULUCF) and Kyoto Protocol 

targets for 2008–2012

Member State 1990

Kyoto 

Protocol 

base year 1)

2006
Change 

2005–2006 

Change 

2005–2006 

Change 

1990-2006

Change base 

year–2006

Targets 

2008–2012 

under Kyoto 

Protocol and 

'EU burden 

sharing'

(million 
tonnes)

(million 
tonnes)

(million 
tonnes)

(million 
tonnes)

(%) (%) (%) (%)

Austria 79.2 79.0 91.1 – 2.2 – 2.3 % 15.1 % 15.2 % – 13.0 %

Belgium 144.5 145.7 137.0 – 5.4 – 3.8 % – 5.2 % – 6.0 % – 7.5 %

Denmark 69.0 69.3 70.5 6.9 10.9 % 2.1 % 1.7 % – 21.0 %

Finland 70.9 71.0 80.3 11.3 16.3 % 13.2 % 13.1 % 0.0 %

France 563.3 563.9 541.3 – 13.8 – 2.5 % – 3.9 % – 4.0 % 0.0 %

Germany 1 227.7 1 232.4 1 004.8 – 0.2 0.0 % – 18.2 % – 18.5 % – 21.0 %

Greece 104.6 107.0 133.1 – 0.7 – 0.5 % 27.3 % 24.4 % 25.0 %

Ireland 55.5 55.6 69.8 – 0.6 – 0.8 % 25.6 % 25.5 % 13.0 %

Italy 516.9 516.9 567.9 – 10.0 – 1.7 % 9.9 % 9.9 % – 6.5 %

Luxembourg 13.2 13.2 13.3 0.03 0.2 % 1.0 % 1.2 % – 28.0 %

Netherlands 211.7 213.0 207.5 – 4.3 – 2.0 % – 2.0 % – 2.6 % – 6.0 %

Portugal 59.1 60.1 83.2 – 4.2 – 4.8 % 40.7 % 38.3 % 27.0 %

Spain 287.7 289.8 433.3 – 7.5 – 1.7 % 50.6 % 49.5 % 15.0 %

Sweden 72.0 72.2 65.7 – 1.2 – 1.7 % – 8.7 % – 8.9 % 4.0 %

United Kingdom 768.5 776.3 652.3 – 3.0 – 0.5 % – 15.1 % – 16.0 % – 12.5 %

EU-15 4 243.8 4 265.5 4 151.1 – 34.9 – 0.8 % – 2.2 % – 2.7 % – 8.0 %

Bulgaria 116.7 132.6 71.3 0.8 1.2 % – 38.9 % – 46.2 % – 8.0 %

Cyprus 6.0 Not applicable 10.0 0.2 1.6 % 66.0 % Not applicable Not applicable

Czech Republic 194.2 194.2 148.2 2.5 1.7 % – 23.7 % – 23.7 % – 8.0 %

Estonia 41.6 42.6 18.9 – 0.4 – 2.3 % – 54.6 % – 55.7 % – 8.0 %

Hungary 98.2 115.4 78.6 – 1.6 – 2.0 % – 20.0 % – 31.9 % – 6.0 %

Latvia 26.5 25.9 11.6 0.5 4.4 % – 56.1 % – 55.1 % – 8.0 %

Lithuania 49.4 49.4 23.2 0.5 2.4 % – 53.0 % – 53.0 % – 8.0 %

Malta 2.2 Not applicable 3.2 – 0.01 – 0.3 % 45.0 % Not applicable Not applicable

Poland 453.6 563.4 400.5 14.1 3.7 % – 11.7 % – 28.9 % – 6.0 %

Romania 247.7 278.2 156.7 4.7 3.1 % – 36.7 % – 43.7 % – 8.0 %

Slovakia 73.7 72.1 48.9 – 0.4 – 0.9 % – 33.6 % – 32.1 % – 8.0 %

Slovenia 18.6 20.4 20.6 0.1 0.6 % 10.8 % 1.2 % – 8.0 %

EU-27 5 572.2 Not applicable 5 142.8 – 14.0 – 0.3 % – 7.7 % Not applicable Not applicable

1) The base year under the Kyoto Protocol for each Member State and EU-15 is further outlined in Table 1.4 and 1.5. As Cyprus, 

Malta and EU-27 do not have targets under the Kyoto Protocol and they do not have applicable Kyoto Protocol base years.

ES.3 Summary of emissions and 
removals by main greenhouse gas
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Planned measures with quantified 2010 reductions projections

Country

EU 

burden-

sharing 

or Kyoto 

target

2006 

emissions 

lower than 

Kyoto 

target?

Existing 

policies and 

measures

Additional 

policies 

and 

measures

Use of Kyoto 

mechanisms

Net 

removal 

from 

carbon 

sinks

Kyoto 

target 

projected 

to be 

reached?

EU-15 ! 8.0 % No ! ! ! ! Yes

EU-15 Member States

Austria ! 13.0 % No ! ! ! ! Yes

Belgium ! 7.5 % No ! ! Yes

Denmark ! 21.0 % No ! ! ! No

Finland 0.0 % No ! ! ! ! Yes

France 0.0 % Yes ! ! ! Yes

Germany ! 21.0 % No ! ! ! Yes

Greece + 25.0 % Yes ! ! ! Yes

Ireland + 13.0 % No ! ! ! ! Yes

Italy ! 6.5 % No ! ! ! ! No

Luxembourg ! 28.0 % No ! ! ! Yes

Netherlands ! 6.0 % No ! ! ! Yes

Portugal + 27.0 % No ! ! ! ! Yes

Spain + 15.0 % No ! ! ! ! No

Sweden + 4.0 % Yes ! ! Yes

United Kingdom ! 12.5 % Yes ! ! Yes

EU-12 Member States

Bulgaria ! 8.0 % Yes ! ! Yes

Czech Republic ! 8.0 % Yes ! ! ! Yes

Cyprus n.a. n.a. ! ! n.a. n.a. n.a.

Estonia ! 8.0 % Yes ! ! Yes

Hungary ! 6.0 % Yes ! ! Yes

Latvia ! 8.0 % Yes ! Yes

Lithuania ! 8.0 % Yes ! Yes

Malta n.a. n.a. ! n.a. n.a. n.a.

Poland ! 6.0 % Yes ! ! Yes

Romania ! 8.0 % Yes ! ! Yes

Slovak Republic ! 8.0 % Yes ! ! Yes

Slovenia ! 8.0 % No ! ! ! ! Yes

EU candidate countries

Croatia ! 5.0 % Yes ! ! ! Yes

Turkey n.a. n.a. ! n.a.

Other EEA member countries

Iceland 10.0 % No ! Yes

Liechtenstein ! 8.0 % No ! ! Yes

Norway + 1.0 % No ! ! ! Yes

Switzerland ! 8.0 % No ! ! ! No

Table ES.1 Summary of planned measures and progress towards targets (by country)

Note: !: projected; n.a.: not applicable (no Kyoto t-arget). The emission restrictions facing the industries covered by the EU ETS 

are not fully accounted for in projections of national emissions and should make a significant contribution towards helping 

EU Member States achieve their targets.

Source: EEA, based on EU Member States' greenhouse gas inventories and projections
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applied to the trial period EUAs from September 2006 on, as well as the premium paid for these same

EUAs prior to April 2006, are largely explained by one phenomenon: the restriction on trading between the

first and second periods. This restriction effectively made trading during the trial period self-contained and

virtually assured that the trial period would be either in surplus or deficit when the final accounting for

2007 emissions is completed and announced in April 2008.17

Another salient and much noted feature of the evolution of EUA prices is the sharp decline that

occurred in late April 2006 for both trial period and second period EUAs. In the space of less than a week,

prices fell from over !30 to about !20 for second period EUAs and to !15 for trial period EUAs. The

precipitating event was the reporting of 2005 emissions by several member states in amounts that were

significantly less than expected. 

The sharp break in pricing at this time reflects a phenomenon that is found in many cap-and-trade

programs: initial expectations about prices are often wrong. The problem is not the cap, which is known

from the beginning, but expected aggregate emissions, which determines actual demand for allowances.

13
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Figure 1

Evolution of EUA Prices 2005–2007
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•  AllocaNon procedure: 
– No cap: 27 different caps in one trading scheme: 
no environmental benefits 

– Over allocaNon: market failures 
– 27 Naps: Different criteria for free allowances 
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World economic Crisis = 
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3.  EU’s role in Copenhagen 

•  Developed countries’ reducNon targets 
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3.1. New GHG reduction targets for developed countries  

The Copenhagen agreement should set further absolute economy-wide emission reduction 

commitments for developed countries. The EU has set the example by committing to an 

autonomous 20% reduction in its emissions compared to 1990 levels by 2020. This is by far 

the most ambitious commitment made by any country or group of countries for the post-2012 

period. The EU is willing to go further and sign up to a 30% reduction target in the context of 

an ambitious and comprehensive international agreement if there are comparable reductions 

by other developed countries and appropriate contributions by the economically more 

advanced developing countries based on their responsibilities and capabilities.  

The EU has proposed that developed countries, as a group, should reduce their emissions by 

an amount consistent with the 2° objective. The 4
th

 Assessment report by the 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) indicates that this would require 

emission reductions for developed countries in the range of 25-40% by 2020 and 80-95% by 

2050. Developed countries should be able to achieve their reduction targets in part through 

domestic action and in part by using credits resulting from emission reductions in developing 

countries, as illustrated in Figure 1. 

Figure 1: Developed Countries Emissions 
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The developed countries’ overall target must be distributed in a manner that is fair and 

ensures comparability of efforts. The following parameters are considered as key: 

– GDP per capita: reflecting the capability to pay for domestic emission reductions and 

to purchase emission reduction credits from developing countries; 

– GHG emissions per unit of GDP: indicating the domestic GHG emission reduction 

potential; 

– Trend in GHG emissions between 1990 and 2005: recognising domestic early action 

to reduce emissions; 

– Population trends over the period 1990 to 2005: taking into account the link between 

the size of the population and total GHG emissions. 
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•  Developing countries 
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international support for mitigation action. Further to funding, fostering capacity building in 

many developing countries will be necessary in order for them to prepare and implement their 

low-carbon development strategies.  

Figure 2: Developing Country Emissions 
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To ensure a sufficient level of ambition, discussions on concrete strategies, proposals for 

action and support should be linked to and facilitated by an independent technical analysis. 

Sectoral approaches could be used as a tool in the analysis and development of mitigation 

options, taking into account technical information from the private sector. A new Facilitative 

Mechanism for Mitigation Support should provide a platform to match proposed action with 

appropriate bilateral and multilateral support mechanisms, based on a technical assessment. It 

should also assess whether the overall level of ambition pursued in the plan is in line with the 

capacity of the country to take action and appropriate for achieving the overall emission 

reduction compared to baseline of the group of developing countries. Where necessary, it 

should explore options to raise the level of ambition. 

Developing country action should be entered into an international registry. This registry 

should list the action taken and show the mitigation benefits, using transparent and robust 

measurement, reporting and verification methods. The UN climate change conference will 

review the resulting mitigation efforts of the group of developing countries as a whole and 

may decide to request developing countries to strengthen their mitigation efforts and 

developed countries to increase their support. 

3.3. Addressing emissions from international aviation, maritime transport, and 

fluorinated gases 

International aviation and maritime transport 

International aviation and maritime transport are large and rapidly growing sources of 

greenhouse gas emissions, but have so far been left outside the international climate change 

framework and the Commission believes that the emissions from these sectors should be 

included. 

As part of the Copenhagen agreement the UNFCCC should set targets for reducing the 

climate impact of these sectors below 2005 levels by 2020, and significantly below 1990 



Conclusion – Take home message 

•  Cap‐and‐trade is ridiculously complicated 
•  Cap‐and‐trade alone does not solve the 
problem 

•  However, cap‐and‐trade helps changing the 
paradigm and helps the adopNon of other 
policies 



Thank you!!! 


