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Revision of national targets and flexibilities in the
EU climate policy framework after 2030

Fields marked with * are mandatory.

Introduction

The European Climate Law (ECL) sets an EU climate target to reduce the EU’s economy-wide net greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions by 55% from 1990 levels by 2030. This is a binding target for the EU as a whole, as the
ECL does not set specific obligations for each Member State. Moreover, it is a net target, as its scope includes
both emissions and removals. In December 2025, both co-legislators reached a provisional agreement
supporting a legally binding 2040 target of 90% net emission reductions compared to 1990. The agreement
also requires the Commission to reflect an adequate contribution towards the 2040 climate target of high-
quality international credits of up to 5% of 1990 EU net emissions. This target will give people, businesses and
investors greater predictability to plan ahead.

The achievement of the current 2030 target is supported by the EU climate policy framework, which is
designed to reduce net GHG emissions in a fair and cost-effective manner, while promoting a just transition,
increasing competitiveness and supporting environmental sustainability in all Member States. At the core of
this framework are three main components, covering different sectors and using different mechanisms: the
Effort Sharing Regulation (ESR), the Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry Regulation (LULUCF-R) and
the EU emissions trading systems (ETS 1 and 2).

The ESR sets binding annual emission limits for each Member State. The limits cover emissions from
transport, buildings, agriculture, waste and non-CO,, emissions in the energy and industrial ETS 1 sectors to

ensure gradual and equitable emission reduction. The revised LULUCF-R introduced an EU-wide net carbon
removal target for 2030, which is broken down into binding national net removal targets for the land use sector,
in order to drive transformative action and investments. For both instruments, national targets are aligned with
the EU 2030 climate target. It is up to Member States to define and implement the national policies in the
relevant economic sectors to reach the targets. These policies are outlined in the national energy and climate
plans (NECPs).

The ETS is an EU-wide market-based system applicable to companies that encourages the reduction of
emissions by setting an EU-wide emissions cap while allowing the trading of company obligations, thus putting
a price on emissions and fostering a competitive market for efficient low-carbon technologies. The system also
requires its proceeds to be invested in order to tackle climate change and adapt to its impacts. ETS 1 covers



sectors such as power generation and industry, some aviation, and maritime. ETS 2, which follows a similar
market-based approach, will be operational in 2028 and will cover emissions from fuel combustion in
buildings, road transport and additional sectors (mainly small industry not covered by ETS 1). Both ETSs are
indifferent as to where in the EU the emission reductions happen.

These legislative pillars of EU climate policy are complemented by a governance framework set by the Regulati
on on the governance of the energy union and climate action (‘the Governance Regulation’), which lays down

regular reporting, monitoring and planning requirements to ensure compliance and increase energy security,

competitiveness and sustainability across the EU. In addition, the Carbon Removals and Carbon Farming

Regulation sets out rules for the reliable certification of robust and sustainable carbon removals and soil
emission reductions. It includes both carbon farming (LULUCF and, potentially, agriculture), permanent
removals (such as direct air capture, biogenic carbon capture and storage, and biochar) and carbon storage in
buildings.

As the national climate targets are set only up to 2030, the Commission has started the process of reviewing
and potentially revising those targets in line with the EU’s 2040 climate target. The aim is to design a new
climate framework that achieves the EU 2040 climate target, while fostering competitiveness and
environmental sustainability and ensuring cost-effectiveness and solidarity. The initiative will also look at how
to ensure greater flexibility to help Member States achieve their targets in the most effective way. Moreover,
the framework should also support nature-based removals and biodiversity, further develop the circular
economy and a sustainable bioeconomy and secure the related supply chains in the long term, including in the
face of climate change. Helping foresters and farmers to adopt improved land management practices so as to
increase the resilience of the European land sector is one key example.

In this context, the Commission is launching a public consultation to gather views and evidence on different
policy options related to the setting of national climate targets compatible with the EU 2040 climate target. The
questions cover issues such as the problems to be addressed, the objectives of EU intervention, the setting
and governance of national targets and possible EU enabling measures to support national climate action,
particularly in the agriculture and forestry value chains.

This initiative seeks to gather diverse perspectives and insights from all stakeholders, reflecting on existing

policy approaches and exploring new avenues to design an effective climate policy framework for after 2030.
The policy options addressed in this questionnaire are linked to parallel public consultations on the revision of
the Governance Regulation and on the role of international credits as part of the policy framework after 2030.
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EU climate and energy policy

The Commission will publish all contributions to this public consultation. You can choose whether you would
prefer to have your details published or to remain anonymous when your contribution is published. For the



purpose of transparency, the type of respondent (for example, ‘business assoclation, ‘consumer
association’, ‘EU citizen’) country of origin, organisation name and size, and its transparency
register number, are always published. Your e-mail address will never be published. Opt in to select
the privacy option that best suits you. Privacy options default based on the type of respondent selected

*Contribution publication privacy settings
The Commission will publish the responses to this public consultation. You can choose whether you would like your

details to be made public or to remain anonymous.

® Anonymous
Only organisation details are published: The type of respondent that you
responded to this consultation as, the name of the organisation on whose behalf
you reply as well as its transparency number, its size, its country of origin and
your contribution will be published as received. Your name will not be published.
Please do not include any personal data in the contribution itself if you want to
remain anonymous.
Public
Organisation details and respondent details are published: The type of
respondent that you responded to this consultation as, the name of the
organisation on whose behalf you reply as well as its transparency number, its
size, its country of origin and your contribution will be published. Your name will

also be published.

/| | agree with the personal data protection provisions

To what extent are you familiar with the national targets and rules set out in the Effort
Sharing Regulation (ESR), the Regulation on land use, land use change and forestry
(LULUCF) and related EU policies?

Very - Only partially Not
Familiar
familiar familiar familiar
* Effort Sharing Regulation (ESR) 2
* Regulation on land use, land use change and 3
forestry (LULUCF)
* EU emissions trading system (ETS 1) 2

* EU emissions trading system (ETS 2) 2


https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/specific-privacy-statement

* Regulation on carbon removals and carbon farming
(CRCF)

* Regulation on the governance of the energy union

and climate action

* Renewable Energy Directive 2

* Energy Efficiency Directive 2

Part 2: Problems and objectives

1) To what extent do you agree that the following problems are negatively impacting

the achievement of the EU climate objectives?

Strongly Slightly
disagree disagree

* There is a lack of alignment
between the ESR and LULUCF-R
targets and the national climate
targets set by Member States
themselves, including in the way
they are governed.

* The efforts currently being made by
Member States to achieve climate

neutrality are insufficient.

* Progress made towards EU climate
targets has been uneven across
Member States.

* There is a lack of coordination
between the national targets set by
the ESR and LULUCF-R and public
spending.

* There is a lack of effective
economic incentives for economic
operators in the agriculture and
forestry value chains to invest in
carbon farming and increase

climate resilience.

Slightly
agree

Strongly
agree

Don

know
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* There is a lack of effective
economic incentives for industry to
invest in permanent carbon @
removals or carbon storage in

products.

* There is a lack of effective reporting
and accounting systems for
emissions and removals in 2
agriculture and forestry value
chains.

What other problems, or combination of problems, should be considered?

500 character(s) maximum

The main issue, i.e. insufficient planning and action, is insufficiently tackled by incentives, compliance & gap-
filling mechanisms. In the AFOLU sector, inadequate action stems from counterproductive CAP funding, weak
scheme integrity, insufficient MS efforts to manage forests sustainably, policy inconsistencies (e.g. bioenergy),
risk and permanence. A reformed CAP could deliver reliable income and resilience for farmers; CRCF offers
uncertain, project-based revenues with high complexity & risk

2) To what extent do you agree that the following objectives should guide EU climate
policy after 20307

Don
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
eutra

disagree disagree agree agree
know
* Ensure that all Member States
contribute to the 2040 EU climate @
target

* Ensure that all economic sectors
contribute to the 2040 EU climate @
target

* Provide a simple and effective
monitoring and compliance @

mechanism

* Design a simple, cost-efficient and
flexible EU 2040 climate policy -
framework

* Ensure consistency between
national climate targets and related @
energy targets
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* Foster investments to promote the
competitiveness of the EU economy

* Promote a fair and just transition 2

* Foster investments in the
infrastructures needed for the
green ftransition (e.g. electricity z
grids, carbon capture and storage,
electrification of transport)

* [ncrease environmental
sustainability and strengthen links
with nature and biodiversity
protection policies

* Promote a competitive, resilient,

circular and low-carbon bioeconomy

* Encourage and reward climate
action taken by farmers and 2
foresters

What other objectives, if any, should be considered?

500 character(s) maximum

Consistency with the 1.5°C target, equity and just transition, PPP, EE1st, DNSH. Robust governance for
effective implementation (in particular binding targets for climate, renewables and energy efficiency paired with
effective compliance rules), process participation and transparency. For the land sector, policies must prioritise
ecosystem restoration, cascading use and reduced consumption rather than expanding biomass extraction.The
EU must consider how to support MS in building public support

Part 3: National targets

Setting of national targets

3) To what extent do you agree with the following options for the setting of national
climate targets for 2040 (which could cover emission reduction and/or removals; see
Q5)

Don’
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
eutra

disagree disagree agree agree
know
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* National climate targets should be
binding, as they currently are under
the ESR and LULUCF-R, and they 2
should add up to the EU domestic
climate target.

* National targets should combine
accountability and flexibility, for
example by setting a core target 2
and an additional contribution with
more flexibility.

* Instead of binding national climate
targets, there should be
contributions by Member States to
an EU-wide target, similar to the
model applied under the current
Renewable Energy Directive.

What other option, or combination of options, should be considered?

500 character(s) maximum

Binding national climate targets need to be maintained, as they are key to ensure Member States’
accountability to deliver collectively on the EU climate targets, while accounting for equity and solidarity in effort
sharing and promoting national investment and planning. Non-binding targets or two-levelled targets including a
non-binding level would undermine the robustness of the EU targets architecture and compromise the
achievement of the EU climate targets.

4) To what extent do you agree with the options below concerning the distribution of
climate action among Member States?

Don’
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
] ) Neutral
disagree disagree agree agree
know
* The distribution of national targets
should be based mainly on the cost-
effectiveness of climate mitigation

efforts.

* The distribution of national targets
for GHG emission reduction should
be based mainly on solidarity, i.e. -
the relative capacity of Member
States to act (e.g. GDP per capita).

13



* The distribution of national targets
should be based on a combination =
of cost-effectiveness and solidarity.

* The distribution of LULUCF targets
should continue to be based on the
national share of total EU-managed
land.

* The distribution of national targets
should promote convergence, with
a view to achieving climate
neutrality by 2050.

* The distribution of national targets
should take into account national
circumstances, including the =
relative share of the different

economic sectors covered.

What other option, or combination of options, should be considered?

500 character(s) maximum

The assessment of solidarity should include aspects of historical responsibility and respective capabilities and
the PPP, as a matter of fairness and reflecting key principles of the UNFCCC and the Paris Agreement, and the
TFEU. For LULUCF targets, land area is a relevant factor, but target distribution should also reflect mitigation
potential, ecological constraints, and different socio-economic conditions in each country.

Scope of national targets

5) To what extent do you agree with the following options regarding national climate
targets for 20407

Don’
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
] ) Neutral
disagree disagree agree agree
know
* Each Member State should have a
single net national emission &
reduction target (including carbon
removals).
* Each Member State should have
separate national targets for <

emission reduction and removals.
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* There should be no national
targets. The EU should focus only
on comprehensive measures at EU =
level to achieve the EU-wide
climate target.

What other option, or combination of options, should be considered?

500 character(s) maximum

Three separate targets for gross emission reductions, biogenic removals, and permanent removals. Those
components differ in permanence, risks and accounting reliability. Separate targets ensure transparency and
preserve incentives for gross emission cuts. Combining biogenic with permanent removals could incentivise
additional biomass harvesting e.g. for BECCS and biochar; the EU land sink is declining and requires
restoration, not additional biomass demand.

6) To what extent do you agree with the following options regarding the scope of
possible national targets for 2040 covering emission reductions?

Don
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
] ) Neutral
disagree disagree agree agree
know
* Member States should have
national emission reduction targets -

covering all emitting sectors.

* National emission reduction targets
should not include emissions 2
covered by ETS 1.

* National emission reduction targets
should not include emissions =
covered by ETS 1 and ETS 2.

What other option, or combination of options, should be considered?

500 character(s) maximum

CAN Europe identifies either the continuation of the current ESR scope, and/or the adoption of economy-wide
targets as the best options. Separation between emission reduction, biogenic sequestration, and permanent
industrial removals targets need to be ensured. They should be complemented by national sector-specific
roadmaps.

7) To what extent do you agree with the following options regarding the scope of
national carbon removal targets for 20407

15



Don’

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
. . Neutral t
disagree disagree agree agree
know
* National net removal targets should &
cover only the LULUCF sector.
* National net removal targets should
cover the LULUCF and agriculture -

sectors (AFOLU).

* National removal targets should
cover both the LULUCF sector and *
permanent carbon removals.

* Member States should have two
distinct national carbon removal
targets: one covering the LULUCF °
sector and another for permanent
removals.

What other option, or combination of options, should be considered?

500 character(s) maximum

Biogenic and permanent removals need to be kept separate. A single combined removal target risks
incentivising additional biomass extraction for engineered removals at the expense of the land sink. Separate
targets are essential to prevent substitution between fundamentally different actions. The scale of permanent
removals should follow a rigorous sustainability assessment covering planetary boundaries, land and water use,
biodiversity, energy and biomass demand, and human rights

8) In the revised European Climate Law, the co-legislators have agreed to support a
legally binding 2040 target of 90% net emission reductions, with a domestic target of
85% and up to 5% international credits. To what extent do you agree with the
following options regarding the interaction of international credits and national targets?

Don’
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
, , Neutral
disagree disagree agree agree
know
National targets should have a
domestic component - to be
achieved through climate action
within each Member State - and an &

external component - to be
achieved through the purchase of
international credits by each
Member State.
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Member States should be able to

balance domestic and international

emission reduction efforts, provided 2
that the provisions of the European

Climate Law are complied with.

National targets should be
domestic. International credits
should be procured at EU level, for
example through an EU purchasing
facility, with Member States
contributing to their financing.

What other option, or combination of options, should be considered?

500 character(s) maximum

CAN Europe continues to reject any inclusion of int. credits in the EU climate policy framework. If any int. credits
are to enter the framework, they should be used only as a potential last resort by individual Member States
based on appropriate justification, and come as late and in as limited a way as possible. Their use should not
be mandatory for Member States, strongly disincentivised, and excluded from the ETS. The framework must be
designed to reach at least 90% net by 2040 domestically.

Compliance with and flexibility of national targets

9) How would you rank the following policy options concerning compliance with
national climate targets after 20307

First Second Third
choice choice choice

Annual compliance. This option requires defining a precise trajectory for
Member States to follow each year to reach their national 2040 targets, @
with flexibilities.

Multi-year approach. Under this option, compliance is based on the
average net GHG emissions or removals over a number of years, e.g. two @
periods of five years.

Final-year compliance. Under this option, only compliance with the target

at the end of the compliance period matters, meaning that GHG emissions

or removals in the final year need to be at least equal to the relevant @
national target in 2040. There could also be intermediate assessment (e.qg.

in 2035) or assessment over the few final years.

What other option, or combination of options, should be considered?

500 character(s) maximum
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Binding decarbonisation trajectories ensures the highest environmental integrity. A multi-year budget/averaging
approach carries significant risks (e.g. enables overreliance on uncertain future reductions/removals, weakens
transparency and monitoring). It also fails to account for the increased warming effect of earlier emissions that
stay longer in the atmosphere. If applied, it would need to be designed as 2-years budgets/averaging and be
combined with an abatement factor (1.08 multiplier).

10) To what extent do you agree that the following measures would provide sufficient
flexibility for Member States to deliver on their targets, while safeguarding
environmental integrity?
) Don’
Strongly Slightly ‘ Slightly Strongly
eutra
disagree disagree agree agree
know
* Type of flexibility: Member States
should benefit from flexibilities
similar to those currently available =
under the ESR and LULUCF-R,
without major changes.

* Type of flexibility: Within the overall
EU target, Member States should
be able to compensate each other’s
reduction and removal efforts.

* Type of flexibility: Member States
should have the option to
compensate efforts to reduce GHG @
emissions with efforts to increase

carbon removals and vice versa.

* Type of flexibility: Member States
should have the option to
compensate efforts to reduce GHG
emissions with efforts to increase
permanent carbon removals and

vice versa.

* Access to flexibility: Member States
should benefit from more flexibility if
they make real efforts to achieve a
predefined set of common key
performance indicators, e.g. to be
reported in the context of the future
national energy and climate plans
(NECPs).

18



* Access to flexibility: Member States
should be given some flexibility to
achieve their core target and @
different, wider flexibility for their
additional contribution.

*

Access to flexibility: Access to
flexibility to address impacts of
natural disturbances, changes in
forest growth or allowing for
appropriate structural measures to
increase long-term resilience
should be based on Member
States’ policies and measures
rather than being linked to
achievement of the EU target.

*

Access to flexibility: Access to
flexibility should be subject to
safeguards ensuring that climate
measures are not achieved through
ecosystem degradation, loss of
biodiversity or short-term
reductions in biomass or soil
carbon and that flexibility supports
the long-term resilience of soils and
forests.

What other option, or combination of options, should be considered?

500 character(s) maximum

Flexibility must remain limited, transparent and subject to strict safeguards. Potential less risky options include
the trading of efforts between Member States, as far as emission reductions, biogenic sequestration and
permanent removals are kept separate. While limited flexibility may be justified to address genuine national
circumstances and natural disturbances, expanding flexibilities or introducing two-level target structures risks
hollowing out binding commitments.

11) How can the collective achievement of the EU target be fostered by enabling
Member States to support each other’s efforts to reduce emissions and achieve their
binding targets?

Don
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
, , Neutral
disagree disagree agree agree
know
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* Member States can currently
support each other by bilateral
trading of emission allocations with
limited ex post price transparency.
Member States should have
flexibility similar to the current one,
without major changes.

* Transparency in bilateral trading
possibilities and actual trading
should be increased.

* There should be increased EU
facilitation of bilateral trading and/or
of collective achievement of the EU
target (e.g. through an EU facility).

* Member States should have
increased possibilities to support
projects in other Member States.

What other option, or combination of options, should be considered?

500 character(s) maximum

CAN Europe rejects the use of int. credits (Art. 6 of Paris Agreement) to achieve the EU climate targets as it
would compromise the ambition and environmental integrity of the EU climate contribution (assessments show
that int. credits in most cases do not reflect real emission reductions/removals), while only delaying and
increasing the cost of the transition. Trade of emission allocations between EU MS is a preferred option as long
as no offsetting emission reductions with removals is allowed

12) To what extent do you agree with the following measures to address insufficient

progress by Member States towards meeting their national targets and related

intermediate milestones?

* Member States should be required
to undertake additional measures
based on recommendations from
the Commission.

. . Don’
Slightly Slightly Strongly
, Neutral
disagree agree agree
know
1=
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* Member States should make
financial contributions to an EU
purchasing facility to support
emission reduction or carbon
removal projects taking place within

their own national territory.

* Member States should make
financial contributions to an EU
purchasing facility that invests in
emission reduction or carbon
removal projects taking place
across the EU.

* Member States should make
financial contributions to an EU
facility that invests in high-quality
emission reduction or carbon
removal projects carried out in non-
EU countries.

What other option, or combination of options, should be considered?

500 character(s) maximum

The current ESR and LULUCF enforcement mechanisms of the 1.08 multiplier and corrective action plans
should be maintained and applied every two years. Additional mechanisms could include financial incentives (e.
g. fines to a “climate action fund” or requiring a higher share of EU funds (NRPPs) to climate action) and
automatic corrective measures, including infringement procedures. Such a fund should not be designed or used
as an offsetting mechanism.

Part 4: Improved monitoring, reporting and verification, EU enabling
measures for the agri-food and forestry value chains, and review of the
CRCF Regulation

In the current policy framework, emission reductions are supported through national targets, carbon pricing for
sectors covered by ETS 1 and ETS 2, and sectoral legislation (e.g. CO,, standards for cars). Emission

reductions and carbon removals generated in the agriculture and forestry sectors are supported through
national targets, the common agricultural policy and the Regulation on carbon removals and carbon farming
(the CRCF). The latter will be reviewed in 2026 to assess the possibility of including emission reductions from
sustainable livestock management in the scope of the CRCF certification framework. In addition, the review
could be an opportunity to clarify how the CRCF Regulation can be used not only for certifying additional
climate benefits, through the issuance of certified units, but also for reporting good climate and sustainability
performance, without the issuance of certified units, for the purpose of scope-3 reporting within the agri-food

and forestry value chains.
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Meanwhile, the recently adopted strategic framework for a competitive and sustainable EU bioeconomy
introduced the initiative of exploring an EU Buyers’ Club to kick-start the CRCF market by giving a clear

demand signal for carbon farming and permanent carbon removals.

13) To what extent do you agree with the following options to strengthen EU-wide
enabling measures to promote climate action in the agriculture and forestry supply
chains?

Don’
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
] ) Neutral
disagree disagree agree agree
know
* There is no need for EU enabling
measures to promote carbon

farming.

* The EU should facilitate a voluntary
EU Buyers’ Club to pool demand
from private companies for the
purchase of CRCF credits (certified
units) without any further public
support.

* The EU should set up a voluntary
EU-wide facility for purchasing
CRCF credits (certified units).
Companies, national governments
and the EU could use this facility to
jointly finance action on carbon
farming.

What other option, or combination of options, if any, should be considered?

500 character(s) maximum

EU Buyers Club or other coordinated instruments can be very useful to mobilise finance, but their role must
remain financial and must not substitute mitigation action. As all removals and reductions generated under the
CRCEF “shall contribute to the achievement of the Union’s NDC and its climate objective”, buyers cannot use
units in corporate accounts, as they cannot be double-counted. We remain concerned about CRCF quality and
consider land-based action best supported by activity-based finance.

14) To what extent do you agree with the following options to amend the Carbon
Removals and Carbon Farming Regulation?

Don’
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
, , Neutral
disagree disagree agree agree
know
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The scope of the CRCF Regulation
should be expanded to include the
reduction of livestock emissions (i.
e. emissions from enteric
fermentation and from manure

management).

The CRCF Regulation should be
reviewed to allow for the voluntary
certification of good climate and
sustainability performance, without
the issuance of certified units, for
the purpose of scope-3 reporting
within the agri-food and forestry

value chains.

What other option, or combination of options, if any, should be considered?

500 character(s) maximum

Livestock emissions are structurally embedded in production systems and demand patterns; meaningful
reductions require systemic changes rather than credit-based solutions. MRV uncertainty risks overstating
mitigation potential and weakening regulatory incentives. The CRCF should be reviewed to be aligned with
Article 6 , and regarding the environmental impact of increased biomass use, including the impact on land
degradation and ecosystem restoration, as outlined in the CRCF Review Article 18.

15) To what extent do you agree with the following options to support policy planning,
as well as harmonisation of monitoring for carbon removals in agriculture and forestry
and non—CO2 emissions from agriculture, that would foster cost savings, investments

and simplification for Member States and economic operators?

Don’
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
, , Neutral
disagree disagree agree agree
know
* National monitoring systems should
be made prompter and more
accurate so as to better reflect
climate action on the ground and
allow measures to be planned cost-

effectively.

* The EU should work to improve
integration of national and company
GHG inventories and carbon

markets.
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* National investments in improved
monitoring systems should be
further recognised and rewarded in
the context of national targets.

What other option, or combination of options, if any, should be considered?

500 character(s) maximum

Reporting can improve transparency, but we already know enough to act. Uncertainty in land-based accounting
is inherent, while activity-based support enables a more holistic approach, including biodiversity, resilience and
adaptation, not only CO,. Integrating national and corporate inventories carries many risks e.g. blurred
accountability and weakened target integrity. Linking monitoring investments to target compliance would reward
accounting improvements rather than emission reductions.

16) To what extent do you agree with the following options aimed at better promoting
Harvested Wood Products (HWPs) and carbon storage in products?

Don’
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
, , Neutral
disagree disagree agree agree
know
* Requiring more detailed national
reporting for HWPs, including the
provision of data on product-
specific carbon content, service
lifetimes and production or

consumption statistics

* [mplementing new standardised
statistics relating to novel long-lived
products such as engineered wood =
(e.g. cross-laminated timber) and
other wood-based bioproducts

* Requiring Member States to carry
out national wood supply and use
assessments, including
consideration of impacts on the
condition of forest ecosystems,
biodiversity and long-term
resilience, to provide better
information for optimal choices on
forest protection and timber
utilisation
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* Requiring Member States to report
HWPs produced from imported
biomass

What other option, or combination of options, if any, should be considered?

500 character(s) maximum

Improved HWP transparency, including imports, is important, but expanding categories will create perverse
incentives. Climate policy must prioritise maintaining and restoring forest carbon stocks and ecosystem
resilience rather than adding further logging incentives. JRC: “in the short-to-medium term, the potential
additional benefits of HWP and material substitution, are unlikely to compensate for the reduction in the net
forest sink associated with the increase in harvesting’.

Contact

CLIMA-NATIONAL-TARGETS@ec.europa.eu
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