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1. OVERVIEW 
 

The first meeting of the OIL Working Party of the 2006 Berlin Forum took place on 
April 6 in Commission premises from 10 am till 2 pm. There are 28 registered 
stakeholders-members of the Working Party; 19 attended the meeting (representing 
4 industry associations, 12 national administrations and 3 oil companies - see Annex 
for details). Below is a summary of the key points from the proceedings and 
conclusions of the meeting. 

2. PRESENTATION OF THE ENERGY GREEN PAPER 
 

The Commission presented the Green Paper using the official Commission slides 
and stressing as key vision for European energy the theme enshrined in the paper: 
low-carbon, competitively priced, reliable energy supplies. This was followed by a 
review of a supporting working table, prepared by C3, highlighting those parts of 
the Green Paper and the Energy Council and European Council conclusions that 
directly refer to oil. Then followed a discussion during which stakeholders offered 
first reactions on the Green Paper: 
 
– The general consensus was that the Green Paper is a positive step forward, but 

that insufficient emphasis was given to the potential to extend the capacity of 
European oil production. Some stakeholders believe this represents an important 
technological and strategic challenge, equal to that of carbon capture and storage. 

 
– The assertion of the Green Paper that oil prices are likely to stay high in the 

future was questioned as unsubstantiated by hard data.  
 
– The Commission was urged by UPEI to secure open external borders for trade in 

energy supplies. UPEI also endorsed the need for greater coordination and 
cooperation between Member States. 
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– Concern was expressed by NORWAY that uncertainty can be created in the 

market if the European Union sends the signal that Europe is looking for ways to 
limit its reliance on oil. Such uncertainty will not enhance the security of supply. 

 
– Dialogue and coordination between the Commission, Member States and the 

industry is very important in UPEI’s view but the High Level Group is seen as 
too narrow a platform for effective dialogue with stakeholders; the Berlin Forum 
is better placed to play the role of a stakeholder dialogue platform, especially if it 
is established as a permanent tool. 

3. DISCUSSION OF STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT IN THE 
CONSULTATION PERIOD 
 
As several stakeholders (including EUROPIA, UPEI) indicated that they are 
preparing a formal response to Green Paper (to be submitted to the Commission), 
the Commission provided information about the modalities of the consultation 
period (length, role of the Fora, etc.). The on-line questionnaire was briefly 
introduced. A short discussion of first ideas on further stakeholder involvement 
followed. It was in its course agreed that in addition to any response documents 
from individual stakeholders, the structured dialogue through the Berlin Forum 
framework could result in a coordinated stakeholder input along two key lines: 
 
(1) reaction to fundamental questions related to Green Paper and its key line of 

reasoning; 
 
(2) involvement in actions undertaken by the Commission in the context of 

Green Paper. 
 
3.1. Reaction to Fundamental Questions 

 
As first step, stakeholders have offered their views on the following 
questions: 
 
– Is the vision of ‘sustainable, competitive and secure energy’ a correct one 

for Europe? 
 
– Are the six priority action areas identifying well the challenges? 
 
– How can oil contribute to achieving the vision for new energy future in 

Europe and worldwide? 
 
– What needs to be done for oil to fulfil its role in the future energy profile of 

Europe? 
 
Working Party members will send their complete views to the Commission by 
10 May but they provided some first reactions already at the meeting: 
 
– The need to secure oil market stability and not exclude oil from the 

European energy mix was widely supported. 
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– Greater focus on indigenous resources was advocated, as well as ensuring 

the right signals for the market to facilitate investment and ensure 
continuity of supply. EUROGIF reminded that in terms of 
competitiveness, oil remains the cheapest liquid available in the 
supermarket. 

 
– OGP/BP representative made a short formal presentation on the future of 

oil. It highlighted, inter alia, that European Union/Norway is still the 4th 
largest area for oil and gas production in the world, but there is a challenge 
of accessing remaining reserves to maintain this position. This is against a 
backdrop of high production costs in the European Union due to the strict 
regulatory environment and extraction further offshore. Enhanced Oil 
Recovery technologies have great potential in Europe and should be 
encouraged and supported. Assets are currently in place in European 
oilfields but their life-span is not infinite – the window of opportunity for 
full utilisation of European oil reserves with incremental investments is 
open and must leveraged. Elsewhere, reserves of unconventional oil have a 
large potential for economic development if prices remain high. 
Development of technologies for accessing these reserves is ongoing but 
dependent on continued market incentives. Vast further investments are 
required to meet demand projections. Overall, OGP foresees that within 
the next decades the resources will be available to meet the growing 
demand, although they will not become available automatically. Over the 
longer term, new energy solutions must be developed in order to meet 
energy needs and to manage environmental risks. 

 
 

3.2. Possible Joint Action with Stakeholders 
 
Besides the fundamental questions, stakeholders expressed interest in 
providing input into specific Commission's actions in the follow-up to Green 
Paper. Four concrete areas of possible joint action were identified and 
preliminarily discussed: 

 
3.2.1. Oil in the Strategic Energy Review – Possibility of an Oil Action 

Plan 
 
It was agreed that the Working Party will prepare a detailed 
statement on how oil can contribute to a sustainable, competitive and 
secure energy profile for Europe, and what will be the enabling 
factors for such role of oil. This statement will be presented at the 
plenary session of the Berlin Forum and should represent a 
substantial contribution to the first Strategic Energy Review. It could 
have the shape of a more or less formalized “Oil Action Plan”. 
 
A short discussion revealed several ideas as to what such “Action 
Plan” could entail: 
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– Acting on consumption of oil and petroleum products by 
promoting solutions/practices that will effectively extend the time 
for which existing oil reserves would last; 

 
– Fully exploiting the existing (if finite) sources of oil to maximize 

their potential; adjusting downstream capacities to match more 
closely the consumption needs; 

 
– Improving the emergency mechanisms to cope with supply 

disruptions (as they become more likely than in the past); 
 
– Developing further the understanding of oil market mechanisms to 

enable maximum reliance on market principles in securing 
supplies. 

 
Several stakeholder reactions were registered:  
 
– TOTAL (under the coordination of EUROPIA) presented the 

worldwide development of refining capacities. In contrast to the 
1990s, global capacity has not kept pace with increasing demand 
in recent years. The balance of these capacities, however, is 
region-specific. In Europe, the development of new conversion 
units rather than building additional refineries is therefore 
appropriate. It should be noted that the development of conversion 
units will contribute to growing CO2 emissions.  

 
– UNITED KINGDOM sees possibilities for collaboration 

between Member States and the Commission primarily in the 
areas of security stocks and market understanding and would 
leave demand and supply to market forces. In its response, the 
Commission emphasized that it does not intend to suggest 
regulating demand/supply, but there may be eg. a potential to 
change consumption habits, enabling oil to last longer.  

 
– UPEI believes that the efforts to seek alternatives in biofuels 

should not lead to the fragmentation of the European market: fuel 
quality rules should be harmonized, biofuels should follow a 
roadmap. This view is supported also by EUROPIA members. 
UPEI also believes that Europe should keep open-borders policy 
for trade in biofuels and biofeedstocks.  

 
3.2.2. The Energy Market Observatory System  

 
The Commission stressed to the Working Party members that their 
input to the process of build-up of the market observatory (EMOS) 
will be welcome. There was little stakeholder reaction besides a 
presentation from TOTAL/EUROPIA which gave an overview of 
the EUROILSTOCK data service and publication system.  
 
This could be a useful resource of data for the Energy Market 
Observatory System, although providing enhanced reporting 
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capabilities for new requirements would be demanding (yet possible 
under certain conditions).  
 
 
 
However, enhanced frequency of reporting may be detrimental to 
accuracy and may in reality introduce more instability in the market 
rather than bring transparency. 
 

3.2.3. Emergency Oil Stocks (incl. Impact Assessment of New Initiatives) 
 

The Commission recalled the 2005 Berlin Forum plenary which has 
already discussed some of the shortcomings of the existing system of 
emergency oil stocks. The Commission, as also outlined in Green 
Paper, plans to suggest measures to overhaul the existing system. The 
stakeholders were asked for their views on community measures that 
could strengthen/improve the current system. 
 
EUROPIA gave an informative presentation referring to the work on 
the subject undertaken by its special working party. Nine key issues 
have been identified as central to the discussions of security oil 
stocks. Notably, EUROPIA advocated equal treatment for refiners 
and non-refiners with regard to their respective stock obligations (a 
discrimination would contradict the internal market), and the need 
not to separate operating stocks and strategic security stocks and 
allow commingled storage. (This conflicts with the position of UPEI, 
who believe that security stocks need to be separated from industry 
working stocks). The use of tickets does not pose a problem to the 
transparency or efficacy of the system if proper checks are in place. 
 
UPEI supports the idea of intra-EU solidarity. Oil stocks should 
become more transparent and the system should be further 
developed. The issue of emergency gas stocks should also be tackled. 

 
A short discussion on security oil stocks yielded the following 
reactions: 
 
– DENMARK expressed its view that the present system is 

basically national and the world has changed a lot since its 
creation. It also suggested use of Compulsory Stock Obligation 
(CSO) tickets outside the European Union. 

 
– Several participants expressed concerns over the long-term 

storage of biofuel blends (especially with bio-ethanol) with regard 
to their degradation. Storage of unfinished petroleum products to 
which bioethanol can be added following delivery from storage 
may be possible but may represent off-spec reserves. In case of 
emergencies, specifications could be relaxed (as it happened in the 
United States after the hurricanes), so off-spec products could be 
used right away. 
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– EXXONMOBIL believes that ethanol is overemphasized in 
Europe; taking into account the European gasoline-diesel 
imbalance, use of biodiesel is more justified. 

 
Participants will send their comprehensive contributions by 10 May 
so that the issue could be discussed more in depth at the next meeting 
on the basis of a Summary Document (to be prepared by C3). 

 
3.2.4. The external dimension to European Energy Policy on oil 

 
The Working Party members were invited to reflect on two key 
issues with respect to the oil aspects of European Union’s external 
energy policy: how to enhance European Union’s security of supply 
through relations with key suppliers and what is needed to secure 
supply routes and increase the reliability and benefits of transit 
infrastructure outside the European Union. 

. 

4. CONCLUSIONS 
 
Working Party members agreed to send to the Commission by 10 May: 

 
– their reflections on the four fundamental questions; 
 
– their contributions to the statement on oil for the Strategic Energy Review, 

including reactions to the idea of drafting an oil “action plan”; 
 
– their contributions on other identified areas of action (EMOS, emergency stocks 

and crisis management, external energy policy). 
 
Stakeholders who presented formally or informally their views during the meeting 
will provide written summaries of their key points to the Commission. 
 
The Commission will compile the contributions and will report to the next party.  
 
The next Working Party will be held at the end of May or the beginning of June. 
The date and venue will be confirmed to Working Party members soon after Easter. 
 

Jan PANEK 
Signed 
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Annex : Participants list 

NAME REPRESENTATION TYPE OF 
REPRESENTATION

MOREL, Yves EUROGIF Industry Association 

BAECKELMANS, Nikolaas EXXONMOBIL (+ EUROPIA) Oil Company 

CONTI, Bruno EUROPIA Industry Association 

TOUBOULIC, Jean-Yves TOTAL (+ EUROPIA) Oil Company 

HALL, Raymond 
OGP/BP Industry Association/ 

Oil Company 

SCHNITTLER, Bernd (Dr) UPEI Industry Association 

ZMORCZYNSKA, Hanna MINISTRY OF ECONOMY Poland 

STRANDKJAER, Uffe ENERGY AUTHORITY Denmark 

MIRAS SALAMANCA, Pedro NATIONAL ENERGY 
COMMISSION (CNE) Spain 

LEBLANC, Patrick MINISTRY OF INDUSTRY France 

BRODERICK, Kevin 
DEPT. OF COMMUNICATIONS, 

MARINE AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Ireland 

KUMPYS, Algirdas MINISTRY OF ECONOMY Lithuania 

SCHOUTEN, Annemieke MINISTRY OF ECONOMIC 
AFFAIRS 

The Netherlands 

BERGSTRÖM, Urban ENERGY AGENCY Sweden 

JENKINS, Owen DEPT. OF TRADE AND 
INDUSTRY 

United Kingdom 

UNGUREANU, Eremia MINISTRY OF ECONOMY AND 
COMMERCE 

Romania 

STAMBUK, Damir MINISTRY OF ECONOMY, 
LABOUR, AND 

ENTREPRENEURSHIP 

Croatia 

ANUNDSKAAS, Gro MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM 
AND ENERGY 

Norway 

PANEK, Jan TREN C3 European Commission 

TASNADI, Zsolt TREN C3 European Commission 

BENNETT, Simon TREN C3 European Commission 
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