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While the reaffirmation of the 90% emission reduction target for 2040 is welcome and necessary, 

proposed amendments raise concerns about potential loopholes that risk undermining this 

ambition: the proposed use of international credits after 2036, sectoral flexibility and the possible 

integration of permanent removals into the EU ETS. These mechanisms could dilute climate 

action, weaken investment signals and harm the EU credibility ahead of COP30.  

The proposed 90% target is scientifically sound and strategically essential, albeit only in line with 
the lower end of scientific recommendations. To make it credible and investable, it must be 

underpinned by limited and separate contributions for permanent carbon removals and LULUCF. 

These must reflect each pillars specific risks and potential, with removals governed by strict 

monitoring, reporting and verification (MRV) standards. Emissions cuts must remain the top 

priority. The EU should avoid setting a 2035 target that deviates from a pathway to 90% net 

reductions by 2040. A weak interim target would lower ambition and signal a slowdown in near-

term efforts. A 2035 target of at least 72.5% ideally 79% would help ensure the EU stays on track. 

Frontloading action this decade is essential to stay within the EUs remaining carbon budget, lower 

overall costs and reduce pressure on future generations.  

Although details remain vague, the possible introduction of international credits raises major 

concerns. Changing the scope of the Climate Law from domestic to international risks weakening 

Europes leadership and accountability. It also sets a problematic global precedent, especially 

when the credibility of international offsets remains questionable. They must meet strict quality 

standards and be governed by a robust Monitoring, Reporting and Verification (MRV) system. We, 

however, do welcome the safeguards: using credits is only a possibility, limited in time and 

quantity, and should meet high-quality criteria. This should be used only as a last resort measure, 

and be subject to a dedicated, detailed impact assessment first.  

The role of CDR must be limited, transparent and well-defined. While CDR will be needed, it must 

not delay or replace emission reductions. Before any inclusion of CDR in the ETS, the Commission 

must carry out a full impact assessment, exploring other interaction options beyond direct 

integration. Only permanent removals with strict MRV should be considered. Importantly, it must 

not divert attention or funding from the core priority of emissions reductions. A separate 

permanent removals target is needed, aligned with impact assessments. Sectoral flexibility should 

be strictly limited. Overperformance in one sector must not justify inaction in another, as this blurs 

accountability and could delay systemic transformation. The LULUCF sector, in particular, must do 

its own job with its own 2040 contribution and no cross-sectoral compensation. The ambition 

should be maintained, while updating its contribution based on current data and potential of EU 

land sinks. The 2040 target must be ambitious, realistic and enforceable. That means: aligning the 

2035 target with 2040, keeping domestic reductions central, establishing separate and limited 

contributions for LULUCF and CDR, limiting flexibilities and ensuring strong MRV for any additional 

mechanisms. We have attached our policy brief, which provides more detailed feedback. 

 

 

https://eu.bellona.org/publication/policy-brief-more-than-numbers-eu-climate-targets-as-the-north-star-for-eus-competitiveness-climate-resilience/
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