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Europe’s decarbonisation plans
derailed?

To divest from Russian gas, the EU is importing LNG
from the US. But instead of a short-term fix, it locks

Europe into more fossil fuel infrastructure

As the war in Ukraine continues to shake up geopolitics, earlier
allegiances formed during the Cold War are solidifying. But though a
negotiated settlement to end the conflict is not in sight — as evidenced in
recent UN Security Council resolutions —, links between global energy

policy and the war are becoming increasingly clear.

The connection is illustrated in as yet perhaps one of the most
unfortunate geopolitical outcomes from the ongoing war. While the
European Union’s decision to buy more liquefied natural gas (LNG)
from the United States may seem to solve short-term supply energy
problems on the continent, it also consolidates the EU’s fossil fuel energy
infrastructure. At the same time, it weakens that of renewable energy,
creates a leadership vacuum on addressing global climate change, and may
well undermine how the EU implements its European Green Deal. It’s
important to bear in mind that methane, the main gas in LNG, is the
second leading greenhouse gas contributing to climate change and has,

since 2011, ‘exceeded pre-industrial levels’ by 150 per cent.

The continuing energy crisis in Europe — partly a result of the war — is a
chance to increase the speed with which Brussels decarbonises European
economies. Washington says, and Brussels agrees, that paying the US for
more LNG is a short-term fix to ‘enhance security of supply’ for Europe.
But this makes sense only if the increases does not permanently lock the
continent into an energy infrastructure for importing even more fossil
fuels, at a time when Brussels is supposedly committed to carbon

neutrality.

US gas will dominate Europe

Presently, projected gas import increases from the US to Europe will

more than likely demand ramping up Europe’s existing LNG import
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https://www.un.org/press/en/2022/sc14808.doc.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/priorities-2019-2024/european-green-deal_en
https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/2018/02/WG1AR5_SPM_FINAL.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/statement_22_664

terminals. Just a year ago, the European Commission approved 20
projects to improve gas transmission. At the moment, LNG terminals are
either being built or commissioned in Belgium, Poland, Croatia, and
Cyprus, under the EU’s Projects of Common Interest framework ‘for

electricity, gas, oil, cross-border carbon dioxide and smart grids.’

As the war rages on an d To decarbonise the EU’s economy earlier, gas

sanctions on Russia projects in the EU’s current and fifth PCI list

o , were reduced by ‘38 percent’ compared to the
remains in p lace, the US’s previous list, a progress the Commission credits
position becomes even the EU’s ‘decarbonisation objectives’ with.
more enviable. LNG imports from the US are likely to increase

in the next eight years and will stall this

progress. Instead, investments to develop and
improve EU’s import and transmission fossil
fuel EU infrastructure to accommodate these

increases should be shifted to renewable energy.

With the US being the ‘biggest gas producer in the world,” the EU the
‘second largest consumer’ only to the producer, the US is the first
sovereign to, perhaps unwittingly, financially benefit from the war
between Russia and Ukraine. Last year, ‘LNG exports to the EU recorded
the highest volume, reaching more than 22 billion cubic metres, with an

estimated value of €12 billion.’

As the war rages on and sanctions on Russia remains in place, the US’s
position becomes even more enviable as the cost of LNG gas is
increasingly no longer based solely on competitive prices but on access to
a single presumed secure supplier. With US LNG production
exponentially increasing from the construction of new ‘liquefaction
units,’ the EU was in good position as a leading consumer, after the US
became a supplier here just six years ago. The war has changed the
dynamics. Now, as the Commission admits, ‘the United States is already

the largest supplier of liquefied natural gas (LNG) to the EU.’

The EU’s disadvantaged position

Whereas being a single major market supplier is certainly good for the US
economy, it is not for a single major consumer of a commodity now with
a less price competition. It is a bit of an irony that prior to the war,
increasing competition and assuring energy security by diversifying
energy supply were reasons given against Russia’s position as Europe’s
leading energy supplier. Now, despite EU and US claims of working with
‘diverse sources across the globe’ to replace Russian supply gas supply to

Europe, the reality is that the US seems to have simply replaced Russia.
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https://ec.europa.eu/energy/infrastructure/transparency_platform/map-viewer/main.html
https://ec.europa.eu/energy/infrastructure/transparency_platform/map-viewer/main.html
https://ec.europa.eu/energy/sites/default/files/fifth_pci_list_19_november_2021.pdf
https://energy.ec.europa.eu/document/download/74fdc212-b23d-431c-af32-49f53abd8fca_en?filename=EU-US_LNG_2022_2.pdf
https://energy.ec.europa.eu/document/download/74fdc212-b23d-431c-af32-49f53abd8fca_en?filename=EU-US_LNG_2022_2.pdf
https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=50598
https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=50598
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/statement_22_664
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/statement_22_664

All this means that the EU now finds itself in a disadvantaged position -
in relation to a supplier that continues to fail to make carbon neutrality a
national objective as have 27 EU member states. Surely, this is not a good
position for the EU to be in: Brussels has been trying to reduce higher
electricity bills of Europeans caused by a ‘price hike’ for consumers after
wholesale electricity prices increased ‘by 200% on a yearly basis’, which

the EU says was ‘primarily due to global demand for gas.’

The world has been This is all the more concerning since Biden has
thus far failed to lead the rest of the world on

without a steadfast and
resolving the imminent global climate crisis. By

convincing g lobal leader it calling petrol price increases in the US ‘Putin’s
needs on climate chan ge price hike,” Biden is unfortunately and
for years. deliberately politicising a global political crisis as
a national energy problem. His effort is betrayed
by knowledge held among even the much less
informed that Russia, an OPEC member, did
not arbitrarily raise US gas prices by some 75

cents.’

Biden’s comments highlights the aged but strong umbilical link between
energy and economic growth and, more importantly, demonstrates that
energy profit not climate change action takes precedence in US foreign
policy. It also reveals as it reminds that climate change is politically
expedient in the US, where more oil is produced than anywhere else in
the world. In short, pumping Europe with an additional 15 billion cubic
tons of gas plus a possible 50 billion until 2030, ramping up fossil fuel
production in recent years and failing to produce a national climate
change plan, all suggest that the US is not and cannot serve as global

climate change leader.

The lack of a global climate change
leader

The world has been without a steadfast and convincing global leader it
needs on climate change for years. Brussels had tried to assume the role
and cajole the US and China into action. But with its methane deal, the
EU puts itself in a rather awkward position that undermines Europe’s
leadership on climate change. And this will play out with Washington
always trying to ascertain whether a von der Leyen call relates to gas or
climate change. Such soiling of the EU’s reputation on climate change is
quite unnecessary and could have been avoided had the Commission
focused on transitioning to renewable energies, even in times of energy

supply crunch.

3/4


https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/52622/20211022-euco-conclusions-en.pdf
https://multimedia.europarl.europa.eu/en/event_20210914-0900-PLENARY_vd?start=20210914071142&end=20210914071828
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52021DC0660&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52021DC0660&from=EN
https://twitter.com/JoeBiden/status/1501377985592582156
https://twitter.com/JoeBiden/status/1501377985592582156
https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/news/white-house/white-house-defends-putins-price-hike-spin-on-gas-and-inflation
https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/news/white-house/white-house-defends-putins-price-hike-spin-on-gas-and-inflation
https://www.eia.gov/tools/faqs/faq.php?id=709&t=6

It is inconceivable to
imagine wars having such
profound impacts on
energy supply and security
as is now the case, if main
sources of energy are

renewables.

Perhaps no other global commodity has
contributed as long a bloody history to modern
economies than oil. And as gas increasingly
becomes the new oil — and a ‘drug’ for
economies — links between energy and war risk
further threats to lives in places where people
are already dying from climate change induced
heatwaves, sea-level rise, and drought — and well

before what climate change models predicted.

It is inconceivable to imagine wars having such profound impacts on

energy supply and security as is now the case, if main sources of energy are

renewables. This isn’t the first and certainly will not be the last war waged

in a far-flung place but yet impact lives farther away. That reality and the

imminent threats posed by climate change impacts should provide

sufficient inducement for a more reasoned response to Europe’s present

energy crisis. No one can be certain when or how the war will end, but

uncertainty is not a prudent excuse for consuming ever more fossil fuel.

Instead, it provides an opportunity for change, as people are more than

likely to understand and accept the cost.
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https://www.theguardian.com/world/2022/apr/30/gas-was-like-our-drug-defiant-poland-vows-to-wean-itself-off-russian-energy

