
 
 

Cars and CO2 – a ‘loopholes lexicon’ 
 
Background briefing – 24 September 2008 
 
This Thursday, 25 September, the ParliamentÕs environment committee will cast its vote on the 
EUÕs first ever legally binding CO2 emission standard for new cars. There is a substantial risk 
that, ceding to heavy industry pressure, the committee may insert numerous loopholes.  
 
The cumulative effect of the loopholes outlined below would be no mandated emissions 
reductions by 2012, the date of the official EU target of average 120g CO2/km.  In 2007, the 
average new car sold in Europe emitted 158g/km1; the effective target if the loopholes below are 
passed would be as much as 159g CO2/km in 2012 and up to 139g/km by 2015. Cars are 
responsible for 14% of EU CO2 emissions according to the European Environment Agency 
(EEA). 
 
(1) ‘Phase-in’ between 2012 and 2015 – another word for postponement  
The industry would like to see a Ôphase-inÕ of the legislation, so that an increasing percentage of 
each manufacturerÕs fleet would comply every year, reaching 100% in 2015. But this is nothing 
other than a postponement. Practically no additional efforts would be required until 2012, 
whereas the whole purpose of the legislation is to speed up reductions ahead of that date, 
following the failure of the industryÕs voluntary commitments.  
 
As carmakers themselves can select which models will count towards compliance, they would 
only select their best models and leave the worst emitters untouched. The Institute for European 
Environmental Policy, IEEP, has found that even a starting manufacturer compliance level of 
95% in 2012 would reduce the effectiveness of the law by about a quarter, as only a 13% cut 
would be required by 2012 instead of 17%2. 
 
T&E, Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth Europe are against any further postponement of 
urgently needed emission cuts in the car sector. Independent studies show that, contrary to the 
industryÕs claims, manufacturers are able to hit their targets in 2012, and that fuel savings would 
outstrip additional costs for consumers. This has been demonstrated by the German automobile 
club (ADAC) as well as the UK government advisor on cars and CO2, Julia King, who told a 
Brussels seminar: "We must avoid any slippage to the proposed deadline"3. 
 
(2) ‘Eco-innovations’ – cheating on certified emission levels  
The industry is claiming that many of the measures to reduce CO2 emissions would not be 
rewarded under the proposed law. Carmakers are asking to have the official emission test 
results ÔcorrectedÕ by using arbitrary procedures. But the targets have been defined on the basis 
of emission levels as measured under EU procedures, so the sum of these ÔcorrectionsÕ would 
imply a significant weakening of the target. This would mean, for example, that a car with an 
energy-efficient air conditioning system could get a better result on paper than a car with no air 
conditioning 
 
Moreover, there is nothing in the definition of Ôeco-innovationÕ that would prevent existing 
measures from being included. Many measures that have been on the market for decades 
would be credited, which would require no additional effort from the car industry. 
                                                 
1 www.transportenvironment.org/Publications/prep_hand_out/lid:513 
2 www.transportenvironment.org/publications/prep_hand_out/lid:515 
3 ADAC model: see www.fiabrussels.com/files/uploads/fia_seminar_co2__adac.pdf. Julia King 
speaking at a seminar at the West Midlands Representation in Brussels on 28 April 2008: see 
www.r744.com/article.view.php?Id=640; Also see ‘The King Review of low-carbon cars (I): the 
potential for CO2 reduction’, 2007: tinyurl.com/2ousol.  

   



 
T&E, Greenpeace and FoE believe that so-called Ôeco-innovationsÕ cannot replace officially 
certified CO2 reductions and therefore be used to water down the efficiency targets for cars. 
Only emission improvements that can be demonstrated under the official EU test procedures 
should be counted under the legislation.  
 
(3) Rebates for ‘alternative fuel vehicles’ Carmakers want vehicles that can run on more than 
just petrol and diesel, for example on ethanol blends, to receive a more favourable CO2 rating. 
But using another fuel (such as biofuels) is no substitute for using less fuel. Moreover, Sweden 
is at this point the only EU country where such fuels can be bought at ordinary stations. So this 
loophole would significantly ease carmakersÕ targets, while in practice most Europeans would 
end up running their Ôalternative fuel vehiclesÕ on ordinary fossil fuels. 
 
T&E, Greenpeace and FoE believe that CO2 reductions from different fuel mixes should be 
regulated through obligations on fuel suppliers, and not be used to alleviate the responsibility of 
carmakersÕ to make their cars more fuel-efficient.  
 
(4) ‘Supercredits’ for ‘zero emission vehicles’ – fiddling the figures  
The car industry would like to have electric and hydrogen-powered cars count more than regular 
cars when calculating average fleet emissions. If these kind of Òsuper creditsÓ get adopted and 
then the industry as a whole sells only 1% of such Ôzero emission vehiclesÕ, the emission target 
for the remaining 99% of the cars would be 137 g CO2/km instead of the European 
CommissionÕs 130 g CO2/km.  
 
T&E, Greenpeace and FoE believe that the fact that such cars get a zero rating in todayÕs 
official testing procedures should serve as an adequate incentive, especially if one considers 
that the production of electricity and hydrogen can lead to significant emissions. 
 
(5) Derogations for small manufacturers – solving everyone’s little problem  
Demands for special opt-outs have come from small-scale makers of luxury cars (e.g. Aston 
Martin), medium-sized makers of sports cars (e.g. Porsche) as well as mass market producers 
with high-emission brands (e.g. Fiat with Ferrari, Tata with Jaguar and Land Rover). If all their 
wishes come true, carmakers selling up to around 15 000 cars annually in Europe would get a 
lower target; carmakers selling around 15 000 to 200 000 cars would have to get a much 
weaker reduction target than under the Commission proposal; and all others could ÔpoolÕ with 
mass market producers to have the latter reduce emissions on their behalf. As a result, all 
carmakers, big or small, would find a loophole that allows them to significantly reduce their 
commitment to reduce emissions for luxury cars.  
 
T&E, Greenpeace and FoE believe that no carmaker should receive special treatment. The 
brands falling under the proposed opt-outs not only have the largest reduction potential (for 
example, Ferrari has already previewed its ÔMillechiliÕ concept that uses 42% less fuel than 
current models4) but also the largest R&D budgets to make the required changes. There is also 
a serious risk that other carmakers will adapt their production so as to become eligible for such 
derogations and evade their obligations.  
 
For further information, contact: 

¥ Franziska Achterberg, EU Transport Policy Campaigner, Greenpeace, Tel +32 2 274 1918, 
franziska.achterberg@greenpeace.org    

¥ Kerstin Meyer, Policy Officer, Transport & Environment (T&E), Tel +32 2 289 1045, 
kerstin.meyer@transportenvironment.org 

¥ Jeroen Verhoeven, Car Efficiency Campaign, Friends of the Earth Europe, Tel +32 2 542 6101, 
jeroen.verhoeven@foeeurope.org 

 

                                                 
4 www.autonews.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20070709/ANE/70704016 


