
APPENDIX (QUESTIONNAIRE) 
 

 

 

Dear Mr. / Mrs. X, 

 

 

 

The following document is a questionnaire on the supplementarity of emissions trading. 

 

Filling out this questionnaire should take approximately 10 minutes. 

 

We are specifically interested in your knowledge. But if you do not have the time to fill 

out the questionnaire, please delegate it to a competent colleague in order to avoid non-

response. 

 

Thank you very much. 

 

 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

Edwin Woerdman 

 

University of Groningen 

 

The Netherlands 
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March 2000 

 

Edwin Woerdman 

Department of Economics and Public Finance (ECOF), Faculty of Law, University of 

Groningen, PO Box 716, 9700 AS Groningen, The Netherlands, + 31 50 363 7101 (fax) 

5261 (tel), e.woerdman@rechten.rug.nl  

 

 

 

Introduction: Purpose of this Questionnaire 

 

The EU proposal on supplementarity roughly implies that 50% of the Kyoto 

commitments should be achieved domestically via a ceiling on emissions trading (see 

EU Council Conclusions, May 1999).1  

 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain opinions from both experts and “insiders” 

on the question why the EU has proposed a ceiling on GHG emissions trading.  

 

The questionnaire is also interesting for you. Firstly, you will of course be among the 

first ones to receive the preliminary results and the final article, which will contain the 

                                                 
1 The EU proposal (see EU Council Conclusions, May 1999) contains rules for buyers (demand) and 
rules for sellers (supply) (for a preliminary analysis, see e.g. Baron et al., 1999). The rules which limit the 
demand apply to all Kyoto Mechanisms, whereas the restriction on supply exempts units resulting from JI 
and CDM projects. With respect to supply (sellers), the EU proposal states that a selling Party may not 
transfer more than 5% of {(baseyear emissions multiplied by 5 plus its assigned amount) divided by 2}. 
With respect to demand (buyers), the EU proposal states that Annex B Parties’ purchases may not exceed 
the higher of either 5% of {(baseyear emissions multiplied by 5 plus its assigned amount) divided by 2}, 
or 50% of {(actual annual emissions of any year between 1994 and 2002 multiplied by 5) minus its 
assigned amount}. Nevertheless, the EU proposal would allow an Annex B Party to purchase (or sell) 
more emissions than the amount defined by the ceiling if emission reductions have been achieved 
through (as yet undefined) ‘verifiable’ domestic policies and measures undertaken after 1993 which are 
greater than the amount allowed under the ceiling. 
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views of several of your colleagues. Secondly, the questionnaire itself is worthwhile, 

since it provides an overview which summarizes many - if not all - reasons which have 

been put forward to limit emissions trading. We ask you to judge these reasons for their 

explanatory power of the EU position by answering twelve questions. 

 

The answers obtained from this questionnaire will be incorporated in a policy-oriented 

article on the EU proposal by Andries Nentjes, Ger Klaassen and Edwin Woerdman 

(forthcoming).  

 

Andries Nentjes is a professor in economics and Edwin Woerdman is a political 

scientist, both working at the University of Groningen (RuG/ECOF) in Groningen, the 

Netherlands.  

Ger Klaassen is an economist working at the International Institute for Applied Systems 

Analysis (IIASA) in Laxenburg, Austria.  

 

We kindly request you to fill out this questionnaire (which should take approximately 

10 minutes) and return it to the above-mentioned address as soon as possible. We thank 

you very much for your effort.  

 

Yours sincerely,  

 

 

 

 

 

Edwin Woerdman 
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QUESTIONNAIRE: Possible Explanations of the EU Proposal on 

Supplementarity 

 

 

Question 1 In recent literature (for example Baron et al., 1999; Hourcade and Le 

Pesant, 1999; Gusbin et al., 1999) several possible explanations can be found why the 

EU has proposed a ceiling on emissions trading. Please indicate for each of these 

‘hypotheses’ not so much what you think about them personally, but rather whether it 

has played a role in the shaping of the EU proposal on supplementarity.  

 

[Please indicate for each hypothesis whether it has been a major reason, a side issue or 

no reason at all for the EU to propose a limit on emissions trading].   

 

 

Hypothesis 1 

 

The EU wants to limit emissions trading in order to limit the use of ‘hot air’ (e.g. from 

Russia and Ukraine), since its use would affect the environmental effectiveness of the 

Kyoto Protocol. 

 

(    ) major reason, (    ) side issue, (    ) no reason at all for the EU to propose a limit on 

emissions trading. 

 

 

Hypothesis 2 

 

The EU wants to limit emissions trading in order to stimulate domestic action with a 

view to equity or fairness, because Annex B Parties are responsible for the majority of 

historical GHG emissions and should not completely ‘buy their way out’. 

 

(    ) major reason, (    ) side issue, (    ) no reason at all for the EU to propose a limit on 

emissions trading. 
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Hypothesis 3 

 

The EU wants to limit emissions trading in order to stimulate domestic action with a 

view to compliance, because it gets more difficult for a Party to curb emissions in a 

second commitment period if it has implemented its QELRC of the first commitment 

period mainly in other countries rather than initiating a trajectory of reducing emissions 

at home. 

 

(    ) major reason, (    ) side issue, (    ) no reason at all for the EU to propose a limit on 

emissions trading. 

 

 

Hypothesis 4 

 

The EU wants to limit emissions trading in order to stimulate technological innovation. 

 

(    ) major reason, (    ) side issue, (    ) no reason at all for the EU to propose a limit on 

emissions trading. 

 

 

Hypothesis 5 

 

The EU wants to limit emissions trading in order to demonstrate the willingness to 

reduce emissions in industrialized countries so that developing countries are stimulated 

to adopt commitments in the future.  

 

(    ) major reason, (    ) side issue, (    ) no reason at all for the EU to propose a limit on 

emissions trading. 
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Hypothesis 6 

 

The EU wants to limit emissions trading in order to reduce problems in the case of non-

compliance, because emissions trading requires additional rules about who is 

responsible (buyer or seller liability) if assigned amounts, credits and/or permits have 

been traded which have not been backed up by real reductions. 

 

(    ) major reason, (    ) side issue, (    ) no reason at all for the EU to propose a limit on 

emissions trading. 

 

 

Hypothesis 7 

 

The EU wants to limit emissions trading in order to limit the use of markets in 

environmental policy because they are likely to function imperfectly. 

 

(    ) major reason, (    ) side issue, (    ) no reason at all for the EU to propose a limit on 

emissions trading. 

 

 

Hypothesis 8 

 

The EU wants to limit emissions trading in order to wield negotiating power with 

respect to elaborating the rules of the Kyoto Mechanisms (Articles 17, 12 and 6) at 

CoP6, because at previous CoP-meetings the EU has been able to exert influence on the 

level of country emission targets, but less on the choice of instruments.  

 

(    ) major reason, (    ) side issue, (    ) no reason at all for the EU to propose a limit on 

emissions trading. 
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Hypothesis 9 

 

The EU wants to limit emissions trading in order to wield negotiating power with 

respect to the FCCC decision-making process in general, because the proposal gives the 

EU ‘something to negotiate about’ which could increase the likelihood of favourable 

compromises at CoP6. 

 

(    ) major reason, (    ) side issue, (    ) no reason at all for the EU to propose a limit on 

emissions trading. 

 

 

Hypothesis 10 

 

The EU wants to limit emissions trading in order to not to loose the ‘climate leadership’ 

to the USA. 

 

(    ) major reason, (    ) side issue, (    ) no reason at all for the EU to propose a limit on 

emissions trading. 

 

 

Hypothesis 11 

 

The EU wants to limit emissions trading in order to prevent too radical policy changes 

(from standards/taxes to emissions trading). 

 

(    ) major reason, (    ) side issue, (    ) no reason at all for the EU to propose a limit on 

emissions trading. 
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Hypothesis 12 

 

The EU wants to limit emissions trading in order to reduce the scope for allocation 

problems associated with emissions trading, since permit allocation gives emitters an 

incentive to inflate baseline emissions, triggers endless debates about which distribution 

is fair and could induce competitive distortions. 

 

(    ) major reason, (    ) side issue, (    ) no reason at all for the EU to propose a limit on 

emissions trading. 

 

 

Hypothesis 13 

 

The EU wants to limit emissions trading in order to stimulate the economy, because 

domestic action (despite its higher micro-economic costs) has more positive macro-

economic impacts than emissions trading (e.g. in terms of an increase in domestic 

employment and reduction of non-CO2 air pollution (secondary benefits)). 

 

(    ) major reason, (    ) side issue, (    ) no reason at all for the EU to propose a limit on 

emissions trading. 

 

 

Hypothesis 14 

 

The EU wants to limit emissions trading in order to facilitate a step-wise introduction of 

the Kyoto Mechanisms thereby hedging against uncertainties and reducing the 

associated risks.  

 

(    ) major reason, (    ) side issue, (    ) no reason at all for the EU to propose a limit on 

emissions trading. 
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Hypothesis 15 

 

The EU wants to limit emissions trading in order to force the USA to reduce emissions 

at least partly at home, since they are the biggest source of greenhouse gas emissions.  

 

(    ) major reason, (    ) side issue, (    ) no reason at all for the EU to propose a limit on 

emissions trading. 

 

 

Hypothesis 16 

 

The EU wants to limit emissions trading in order to prevent Russia from selling ‘hot air’ 

and trading questionable emission reductions, since it has a weak enforcement regime. 

 

(    ) major reason, (    ) side issue, (    ) no reason at all for the EU to propose a limit on 

emissions trading. 

 

 

Remarks (such as alternative explanations of the EU proposal to limit emissions 

trading): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Question 2 Consider the sixteen above-mentioned hypotheses once more. If you 

have denominated more than one hypothesis as a ‘major reason’ for the EU to propose a 

limit on emissions trading, please indicate which of these ‘major reasons’ is the 

principal one.   
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What hypothesis do you think is the principal reason for the EU to propose a ceiling on 

emissions trading? 

 

[Please indicate the number of the hypothesis ( Hx ) on the dotted line].  

 

Principal reason: hypothesis number ........ 

 

 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

Question 3 The projections of ‘hot air’ seem to differ widely. Do you think that ‘hot 

air’ will constitute a major or only a minor part of emissions trading? 

(    ) minor (less than 20%) 

(    ) major (more than 20%) 

 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

Question 4 Some observers argue that (not so much the economic inclusion of 

emisions trading, but rather) the distributional inclusion of ‘hot air’ in the Kyoto 

Protocol was necessary for the USA to accept an internationally agreed emission 

stabilization or reduction commitment. They contend that without the ‘hot air’ the 

overall cap on Annex I emissions would have been lower. Do you agree? 

(    ) yes 

(    ) no 

 

Remarks: 
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Question 5 Do you think, personally, that supplementarity should be achieved 

‘quantitatively’ through a ceiling on emissions trading (e.g. the EU proposal) or 

‘qualitatively’ through internationally agreed requirements with respect to domestic 

climate policy (e.g. the requirement to demonstrate adequate efforts to control 

emissions, for instance via tighter energy efficiency norms)?  

(    ) quantitative ceiling 

(    ) qualitative requirements 

 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

Question 6 Some observers argue that a ceiling on emissions trading unnecessarily 

limits potential cost savings as well as potential revenues for developing countries and 

countries with economies in transition. Do you agree? 

(    ) yes 

(    ) no 

 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

Question 7 Some observers argue that a ceiling on emissions trading promotes 

international equity or responsibility because it will force Annex B Parties to ‘clean up 

their own mess’ by reducing emissions domestically. Do you agree? 

(    ) yes 

(    ) no 

 

Remarks: 
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Question 8 Some observers argue that the Annex B emission cap does not change 

from emissions trading, so that a ceiling on trade should only apply to the CDM. Do 

you agree? 

(    ) yes 

(    ) no 

 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

Question 9 Some observers argue that mainly lawyers and engineers have shaped the 

EU proposal to limit emissions trading. Hence, they contend that this EU proposal could 

only be put forward because too few economists have been involved. Do you agree? 

(    ) yes 

(    ) no 

 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

Question 10 Some observers argue that the nuclear energy lobby has been effective in 

influencing the EU position on emissions trading: stimulating domestic action would 

increase the attractiveness of nuclear energy which does not contribute to GHG 

emissions. Do you agree? 

(    ) yes 

(    ) no 

 

Remarks: 
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Question 11 In different contexts, some authors have proposed to set a minimum 

carbon price in order to stimulate technological innovation and reduce uncertainty (cf. 

Hourcade and Le Pesant, 1999; Rolfe et al., 1999). Do you think this a good idea? 

(    ) yes 

(    ) no 

 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

Question 12 Some observers argue that a quantitative ceiling on trading is not 

desirable, because (among other things) it raises the costs of reducing emissions, 

thereby making it more difficult for Parties to adopt ambitious targets in a second 

commitment period and making it harder for new countries to join the set of Annex B 

Parties. Do you agree with this line of reasoning? 

(    ) yes 

(    ) no 

 

Remarks: 
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Name and Confidential Treatment 

 

 

Note on confidential treatment We will not use or mention your name or 

affiliation in our forthcoming article if you desire anonimity. Nevertheless, 

understandably, we would prefer to be able to refer to your name and your expertise in 

our research. Can we mention your name and affiliation in our article when discussing 

the answers to this questionnaire? 

(    ) yes, you may mention my name and affiliation 

(    ) no, I desire anonimity 

 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

Please fill out your name (confidential):  ............................................................... . 

 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

Thank you once more both for your effort and for your valuable contribution to our 

research.  

 

You will receive the results of this questionnaire as soon as possible. 

__________________________________________________________________ 
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