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NOTE FOR THE FILE 

 

Subject: Minutes of the 3rd Sustainable Fossil Fuels Working Party for the 2007 Berlin 
Forum, 8 June 2007  

 

1. OVERVIEW 
The third meeting of the Clean Fossil Fuel Working Party of the Berlin Forum took place at the 
Commission premises on 8 June from 2.30 pm till 6.30 pm. 17 stakeholders attended the 
meeting (representing 4 energy and equipment manufacturer companies, 6 industry 
associations, 6 national and local administrations and 1 non-governmental association - see 
Annex 1 for details). Below is a summary of the key points from the proceedings and 
conclusions of the meeting. 

 

2. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA AND OF THE MINUTES OF THE SECOND SFF WG MEETING 
The agenda was adopted without changes (see Annex 2). 

The minutes of the last meeting were accepted. 

 

3. THE ROTTERDAM CCS NETWORK PROJECT 
MAARTEN DE HOOG presented Rotterdam Energy and Climate Programme project - The 
roadmap to large scale CO2 Capture and Transport in the Rotterdam Port Industrial Complex. 
The project provides for transforming the Port of Rotterdam into a CO2 neutral energy hub.  

The project provides i.a. that any new power plant seeking authorisation in the Port area has to 
be CO2 capture ready. It does not mean that certain technology is required immediately. It 
means that the plant has to be capable in the longer run to install capture facilities (e.g. has to 
have sufficient space on site) and that the company is committed to build a CCS pilot plant on 
site. 

Capture potential in the Port of Rotterdam in 2006 was already almost 13 M tonnes of CO2. In 
2025 it should reach as much as 26 M tonnes. The important message of the presentation was 
that the cost of capture in the Rotterdam area may be significantly reduced in comparison with 
general estimates (€25-€60 per ton). 
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By using existing waste heat in the Port area and further integration of separate sources, cost of 
capture can be made as low as €17 per ton. 

Small part of captured CO2 will continue to be delivered to greenhouses which are willing to 
pay for a tonne of CO2 as much as €45. Remaining CO2 will be used for storage in depleted 
gas fields and possibly for enhanced oil recovery, through injection into onshore and offshore 
fields.  

The project is a business case and should record profits. The project leaders count on further 
developments of the CO2 network in the long-term, as many major emission sources in Europe 
are located in North-West Europe.  

The project leaders expect the public authorities to support infrastructure development. 

STATOIL was interested on possibility to use existing pipelines for CO2 transport. MR DE 
HOOG informed that it is possible but CO2 has to be dried. 

VGB expressed its doubts on the deadlines of the project. 

ALSTOM inquired about intentions to engage in talks with Norway and the UK who co-operate 
on the CCS in the North Sea area. MR DE HOOG replied that such talks would take place in the 
future and that the project leaders rather preferred concentrating on practical application of 
CCS. 

GREENPEACE inquired why government support would be needed at all if the ETS is in place. 
MR DE HOOG replied that the CO2 price that ETS should deliver was unknown and it is 
unlikely it will be sufficient to cover investment in the infrastructure, which in case of 
Rotterdam should cost $25-100M depending i.a. on the pipes used. 

EURACOAL remarked that the estimates of earnings are quite high. Mr de Hoog confirmed these 
estimates and informed that the industry is convinced that CO2 will have value for enhanced 
gas and oil production and for greenhouses. 

As the presentation spurred long and interesting discussion, THE COMMISSION promised to 
circulate it in the coming days. MR DE HOOG agreed to this. 

 

4. EURELECTRIC POSITION PAPER ON CARBON CAPTURE AND STORAGE IN A EUROPEAN 
ENERGY POLICY 
EURELECTRIC (JUHO LIPPONEN) presented the first position paper prepared by the association 
on CCS. 

EURELECTRIC welcomes positive approach to CCS by EU institutions. It fully supports ZEP 
TP vision to achieve commercial availability of CCS technologies by 2020 and believes that 
efforts now should be concentrated on getting up to 12 demonstration plants on line. It is 
important however that the list of plants is not strictly limited to 12 plants only. 

The intention of the electricity sector is to move towards low-carbon energy mix by 2050, with 
a portfolio approach. Further efficiency improvements of fossil fuel power plants and extensive 
R&D into all capture technologies are essential to diminish energy penalty and to ensure 
highest possible capture rates. 

EU and the Member States should concentrate on ensuring enabling regulatory framework, 
including ETS, incentive systems, etc. Market deployment, however, should be supported via 
market-based mechanisms and not subsidies. 
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Making CCS mandatory after 2020 is premature as CCS must compete with other technologies 
on level playing field. Public acceptance for storage is also one of the key issues. 

The position paper is only the first step to acknowledge importance of CCS and to launch 
debate. More should be expected from EURELECTRIC on CCS soon. 

THE NETHERLANDS inquired on Eurelectric's view on CCS readiness. Mr Lipponen informed 
there is no position on this at the moment. 

THE COMMISSION informed that it may introduce the CCS readiness topic to the agenda of 
Berlin Forum next year. Also ALSTOM informed about its internal discussions on CCS 
readiness and the fact that their position on this should be soon made public. 

THE COMMISSION informed that the argument against making CCS mandatory after 2020 is 
understandable but, at the same time, EU needs clear indication that power production from 
fossil fuels without CCS will at some point compromise deep cuts in CO2 emissions and may 
thus become inadmissible.  

EURACOAL stressed the role of legal framework and congratulated DG ENV on its work on 
this. 

GE commented the support mechanism saying that the selection criteria should be very 
transparent. At the same time the list of projects is limited anyway due to time constraints. 

GREENPEACE expressed its doubts on a need of public support. MR. LIPPONEN stressed that 
they advocate public support rather as promotion activity than financial one. 

 

5. THE FLAGSHIP PROGRAMME OF THE ZEP TECHNOLOGY PLATFORM 
Presentation was delivered by NICK OTTER (ALSTOM) who stressed that there was a clear need 
to come up with a logical answer why we need 10 – 12 demonstration plants. 

The EU demo projects are needed to reduce various risks to validate CCS (the technological, 
commercial and political risks). Together, they should constitute a well known coherent set of 
demo projects spread over Europe. 

In order to receive meaningful results from the demonstration exercise, a number of 
combinations need to be tested: capture technology, plant technology, fuel type, infrastructure 
type, storage type, geographical location and size. 

The proposals for demo plants should show what their potential is to reduce the additional cost 
of CCS to €24 – 28 /Ton. 

To arrive at necessary mixture of projects, the ZEP proposes a Flagship Program that 
establishes an Expressions of Interest process and demo project evaluation criteria. These 
criteria will be used to select the projects; the selection should not be done by ZEP TP. 

In case of high quality proposals, the number of commercial demo plants should not be strictly 
limited to 10 – 12. 

GE inquired about the Commission's opinion on the presentation delivered. Therefore it was 
decided to go directly to the next point of the agenda. 
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6. MECHANISM FOR SUPPORTING CCS DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS (PROGRESS TO DATE) 
The COMMISSION (JAN PANEK) confirmed that a wide coverage of technologies and sites is 
needed. To achieve this, the Commission needs the technology matrix and an efficient 
selection procedure and ZEP could help in devising it. 

Currently, key hurdles for deployment of CCS remain unchanged: unfavourable regulatory 
framework, technology development not completed (especially for capture), substantial size of 
each investment, increased operating costs and missing CO2 infrastructure. 

In order to change the regulatory framework, first Commission's proposals will be tabled by 
end-2007. As far as R&D is concerned, first FP7 call will close soon; 2nd call will opened by 
end of 2007.  

 To overcome the size factor, we need to have commitment of the industry. Commitment of the 
hosting Member State is also essential (state aid). EU Structural Funds could also be used to 
some extent, especially for EU-12. Importance of loans (commercial as well as EIB, EBRD) 
has to be stressed. A communication will be prepared summarising the options by the end of 
2007. 

 
 Tackling increased operational costs should be possible mainly through ETS in the future. 

However, for the initial phases ( ie. the start of the demonstration period), other options could 
be assessed as back-up or additional incentives. These could include eg. guaranteed CO2 price, 
preferential access to networks, feed-in-tariffs, etc. This issue will also be touched upon in the 
communication mentioned above. The Commission is currently evaluating which may be most 
suitable. 

 
 It seems that lack of CO2 infrastructure will be more of a long-term problem to be solved post 

2020. It could be tackled by EU framework (a kind of "TEN-C" perhaps). This issue might be 
also brought up in the communication mentioned above. 

 
 THE COMMISSION went on to introduce main options for the CCS Flagship Programme 

(IOANNIS GALANIS).  
 

There are several options to be chosen from to finalise structure of the Flagship Programme:  
 

1. Who should formally decide on the Programme? (Commission, Council). 
2. How the matrix should look like?  
3. Details of the selection procedure (who does what?).  
4. What kind of advantages should the selected projects have? 

 
In principle 3 options exist: the softest is a decision by the Commission and the most heavy is a 
Joint Undertaking. There is also a middle-of-the-road option. Each has different characteristics 
which were described in detail and the participants were promised that the presentation will be 
circulated in the coming days (as a working document, not an official Commission 
presentation) and invited to give the Commission feedback on the above questions. 
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UK was concerned on the impact the Programme could have on the state aid assessment of the 
measures applied to plants not being part of it. The Commission answered that is should not 
hinder these measures. 

GE asked about timeframe. THE COMMISSION answered that the softest option means 2008 
and the heaviest significantly later – ca. after 2010. 

GREENPEACE asked about legal base of possible legislation. The Commission gave 
preliminarily Art. 171 of the Treaty as possible legal base for option 2 & 3. No legal base is 
needed for option 1.  

EURELECTRIC stressed that it should be clear what the differences are between plants being in 
the Programme and those not participating in it. 

 
7. ANY OTHER BUSINESS 
 THE COMMISSION proposed to hold the fourth meeting of the SFF WG late July. The date will 

be circulated to participants. The participants are invited to send their written comments 
concerning matters discussed during the meeting and to the minutes which will be distributed 
soon after the meeting. 
 

 

 

Jan Panek  
(Signed) 
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ANNEX : PARTICIPANTS LIST 

 

NAME REPRESENTATION TYPE OF 
REPRESENTATION 

BAUER, Franz VGB PowerTech e.V Industry Association 

BUREAU, Maxime GE Europe NV Utility and power 
company 

CLERENS, Patrick EPPSA (European Power Plant 
Suppliers Association) Industry Association 

DE HOOG, Maarten Permitting Authority 
Rotterdam Local Authorities 

DIXON, Una Irish Permanent Representation Ireland 
ENGEBRETSEN, Marit Norwegian Mission  Norway 
FRISAK, Hans-Assmund Statoil Oil Company 
GLORIEUX, Jacques EURACOAL Industry Association 

JANSSEN, Ankie The Port of Rotterdam 
Authority Government corporation 

JOHNSTON, Mark Greenpeace NGO 
LEMPIRE, Michel EUROGIF Industry Association 
LIPPONEN, Juho EURELECTRIC Industry Association 

OTTER, Nick ALSTOM Power Ltd Utility and power 
company 

PORTER, Kate Department of Trade and 
Industry United Kingdom 

RICARD, Olivier Total Oil Company 
SCHNITTLER, Bernd UPEI Industry Association 
SPIEGELER, J.W.L. Ministry of Environment The Netherlands 
PANEK, Jan TREN C3 European Commission 
GALANIS, Ioannis TREN C3 European Commission 
SCHNEIDER, Thomas TREN C3 European Commission 
BOLESTA, Chris TREN C3 European Commission 
TULLIUS, Kai TREN C3 European Commission 
SALZBRENNER, Janet  TREN C3 European Commission 
TOMESCU, Mihai ENV C5 European Commission 



 
 
ANNEX 
 

 

 
 

Sustainable Fossil Fuels Working Group 
Third meeting 

 

Brussels, 8 June 2007 

Rue De Mot 28 (DM 28), room 00/31, 2.30 pm – 5.30 pm 

 

 

 
1. Approval of the agenda 
 
2. Approval of the minutes of the second SFF WG meeting 
 
3. The Rotterdam CCS Network Project 

Presentation by Mr Marteen De Hoog 
(Permitting Unit of the Environmental Service of the Rotterdam-Rijnmond area) 

 
4. EURELECTRIC position paper on Carbon Capture and Storage in a European 
    Energy Policy  

Presentation by Mr Juho Lipponen (EURELECTRIC) 
 
5. The Flagship programme of the ZEP Technology Platform (to be confirmed) 

Presentation by TP-ZEP (Mr Nick Otter) 
Reactions from stakeholders 
 

6. Mechanism for supporting CCS demonstration projects (progress to date)  
 Presentation by the Commission (Mr Jan Panek and Mr Ioannis Galanis)  

Reactions from stakeholders 
 
7. Any other business 
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