
Berlin Forum 2006 Proceedings 
 

 1

 
 

Intervention by Mr Peter Tjan 

Europia 

Session 2 

October 09, 2006 

 
 
 
 
Mr Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen, 

 

Introduction 

First, let me thank you for your invitation to the Fossil Fuels Forum. I appreciate to be 

given the opportunity to speak at this important event. 

 

I would also like to congratulate the Commission and the German government for 

taking the initiative a year ago, to establish the Berlin Fossil Fuels Forum. It provides 

a unique opportunity to discuss with the various stakeholders the issues and 

challenges facing industries which satisfy more than 75% of the EU’s current energy 

needs. 

 

While we greatly appreciate the attention currently given to fossil fuels, and the 

Commission’s management of the processes leading up to this meeting, we are 

somewhat disappointed that this 2nd Fossil Fuels Forum could only claim a single day 

in the Commission’s and Member States’ agenda. And of that agenda, the discussion 

on oil is allowed a mere 1.5 hours.  

 

This would not seem proportionate to the attention the product currently receives on 

the political agenda, and in the media. We therefore hope that, at a future event, the 

topic would again be given the time and attention that many feel it deserves. 
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General comments on Paper 

Now, let me move to my comments on the Statement on Oil and its detailed action 

plan: 

 

We are pleased and supportive of the Statement on Oil, as presented today, and of 

many of the actions proposed in the action plan. It provides in our view a realistic 

perspective of the challenges that we face. 

 

The Action Plan focuses on the right priorities: 

• Creating Market Transparency, 

• Stretching Supply Potential, 

• Making best use of a limited resource 

and in case all else fails…. 

• Ensure appropriate emergency mechanisms. 

 

It correctly highlights the importance of: 

• energy efficiency, a topic that has been one of the Commissioner’s top 

priorities for already quite some time, and which now seems to have passed its 

final hurdle; 

• development and use of alternative and renewable energy, while not losing 

sight of the need to promote cost effective solutions, which deliver best fossil 

fuel substitution and GHG reduction potential; 

• the role of geo-politics and the importance of a coherent EU foreign energy 

policy, to facilitate the access to oil resources and create a secure legal, 

financial and operating climate. In this context the producer/consumer and 

consumer/consumer dialogues are of critical importance; 

• a constructive cooperation between the EU and the IEA, to ensure an optimal 

ability to respond to potential supply disruptions.  

 

While the Commission may have a coordinating role to play for Member  

States, not yet members of the IEA, it would seem appropriate that the EU’s 

efforts should, first and foremost, be focused on ensuring that the remaining 

EU-27 countries will join the IEA system soonest. The IEA may also provide 
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important assistance to the Commission in its quest to obtain more 

transparency and insight in the functioning of the markets.  

 

Specific comments on the proposed actions: 

Now let me move to some comments on the actions specific to the Downstream oil 

industry: 

 

In point 1, the issue of oil substitution is highlighted. Against the background of both 

Kyoto and Security of Supply considerations, we agree that possibly the most 

appropriate sector that could qualify for oil substitution, is the heat and power sector.  

 

Particularly, since a joint analysis of the Commission’s Joint Research Centre and 

CONCAWE has convincingly demonstrated that use of biomass in these stationary 

applications deliver 3-4 times higher CO2 reduction and fossil fuels substitution 

benefits,  than using the same amount of biomass for biofuels in transport. 

 

We urge the Commission to fully reflect these considerations in the implementation of 

the Biomass Action Plan, and the development of the Renewable Energy Road Map, 

as mentioned under point 2.  

 

This is of particular importance, since this choice will not affect the potential for rural 

employment, which nowadays seems to be playing such an important role in energy 

policy-making. The agricultural industry will be equally busy producing energy crops 

for electricity and power generation, as they would have been if the crops were to be 

used to produce biofuels for transport. 

 

It is inescapable that the considerations of Climate Change, which are so prevalent in 

the Green Paper on Sustainable, Competitive and Secure Energy, put further urgency 

on the reduction of CO2 from the Transport sector.  

We support the statement contained in point 4, that “A continued effort from the 

automobile industry (..) is necessary to improve fuel efficiency”, and our industry is 

fully committed to supply the required fuels that enable the application of advanced 

engine technologies. These technologies, according to many leading experts, 

including Germany’s Umwelt Bundes Amt, are already economically feasible today.  
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We are also supportive of the text in point 5 on biofuels. It underlines the need for 

promoting sustainably cultivated biofuels, which deliver clearly certifiable GHG 

reductions and fossil energy substitution, on a Well-to-Wheels basis.  

 

Where the implementation of the Biomass Action Plan would justify the promotion of 

biofuels, we urge that policies be introduced that stimulate the development and use 

of the “right” type of biofuels in terms of GHG avoidance and fossil energy 

substitution and discourage further proliferation of some of the questionable biofuels 

on the market today.  

 

One effect of such a policy will most likely be that advanced, “2nd generation” 

biodiesel will be promoted instead of ethanol. Biodiesel would contribute to 

addressing the product imbalances in Europe, in part created by the preferential tax 

treatment of diesel in many Member States.   

 

We trust that the principles laid out in this document will be fully reflected in the final 

text of the Biofuels Directive Review which is due to be published by DG-TREN in 

the coming months. 

 

It is the imbalance between EU gasoline and diesel demand, referred to in point 10, in 

combination with progressively more stringent product specifications and the 

changing crude diet (or slate?) that may necessitate further refinery investments.  

 

Many EUROPIA member companies are already implementing measures to deal with 

these future challenges.  

 

In this context also the recently announced joint EU/OPEC refining study, which we 

fully support, is expected to provide better insight into the challenges the downstream 

oil industry faces. It may also help to provide more transparency and an improved 

understanding of the factors driving the market, which also addresses point 12. 
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In this context, we support the intention of the Commission mentioned in point 11, to 

- in close cooperation with the Member States - strengthen where required, the 

credibility and efficiency of the present security stocks system. While we believe that 

we already have a robust system in Europe, we are happy to assist the Commission 

and Member States where they feel enhancements could be necessary. If any changes 

would be required, then we urge the Commission and Member States to respect the 

principles of equal treatment for all market players, and to recognise that the diversity 

of national markets have created a variety of systems meeting market requirements in 

a fully satisfactory way. 

 

Finally, the paper we are discussing today will be an important contribution to the EU 

Strategic Energy Review. This review will provide a vision – a central (not common?) 

European Energy Objective – that will underpin a European Energy Policy, provide 

the backdrop to a number of legislative initiatives, and may set many diverse targets. 

 

It is the apparent proliferation of these, sometimes potentially contradictory, targets, 

which gives us cause for concern. Imposing common EU targets on GHG reduction, 

Energy Efficiency, Renewables, Biomass, Biofuels and possibly others in each 

Member State is unlikely to deliver a cost effective solution. It does not take into 

account local circumstances, and the specific opportunities available to deliver the 

high level ambitions of GHG reduction and fossil energy substitution. 

 

We would therefore urge the Commission to agree on a limited number of high level 

EU-wide ambitions and allow Member States and their industries maximum 

flexibility to deliver these high level ambitions in the most cost effective way. 

 

Thank you for your attention. 

 


