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1. OVERVIEW 
 

The second meeting of the Sustainable Fossil Fuels Working Party of the Berlin 
Forum took place at the Commission premises on 12 March from 14:30 to 17:00. 
21 stakeholders attended the meeting (see Annex I 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 FIRST SFF WG MEETING 
 
 The Agenda and the minutes were adopted without changes (see Annex II). 
 
3. UPDATE FROM THE COMMISSION ON THE CLIMATE CHANGE PACKAGE 
 

THE COMMISSION (JAN PANEK) provided an update on the progress made on the 
Climate Action package published by the Commission on 23 January 2008. 
 
The package is currently subject to deliberation in the European Parliament and the 
Council; as part of the co-decision procedure. The Commission wishes for the passage 
of the legislative proposals, including the CCS Directive in the first reading; second 
and possibly third reading would cause serious delays to the adoption process 
considering the parliamentary elections in mid-2009. 
 
The package was recently discussed in two ministerial meetings – energy ministers 
(28 February) and environment ministers (3 March). Overall the view on the CCS 
Directive was positive and a strong consensus existed among the Member States. The 
meeting of environment ministers had a particularly positive view on the proposal, 
although two MS indicated having some problems with CCS. All other states reacting 
on CCS offered their general support. The meeting of energy ministers did not 
specifically discuss CCS or other individual parts of the package. Nonetheless, the 
technology seems by now confirmed as a legitimate source of CO2 emissions 
mitigation. 
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The negotiations are ongoing on the draft of the European Council Conclusions, it 
remains to be seen if specific text on the support for the CCS demonstration can 
appears in the final version. 
 
Discussion: 
 
EURELECTRIC asked about the nature of the technical problems the two MS signalled 
during the Environment Council. 
 
COMM explained that the main issues related to public safety of CCS and the belief 
that CCS technology may not benefit those MS that are not geographically located 
close to CO2 storing sites. 

 
4. TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR ESTABLISHIN A NETWORK OF DEMONSTRATION 

PROJECTS 
  
 THE COMMISSION (KAI TULLIUS) presented the ToR for establishing a network of 

CCS demonstration projects in Europe. 
  
 The aim is to develop 10-12 CCS demonstration projects by 2015 and provide first 

movers with coordination, exchange of information and experience, identification of 
best practices and, finally, a European logo / market brand. The project network shall 
have established secretariat providing its management, administration and 
communication tasks under supervision of the Commission.  

 
Qualification criteria for demo projects will need to be flexible to allow inclusion of 
smaller but evolving plants – criteria would possibly be revised at later stage to 
guarantee for a balanced mix of participating projects.   

 
The project network and ZEP will be complementary: a permanent information 
exchange with the Steering Committee of the network and the ZEP will take place. 
Whereas the network will only focus on tasks directly related to large scale CCS 
demonstration projects, ZEP will concentrate on all aspects of CCS. Furthermore, the 
network project will develop and implement a strategy to increase public awareness 
and acceptance of CCS, as well as identify possible areas for international cooperation 
(industrial economies, emerging economies and possibly EIA and CSLF). 
 
The call for tender is to be published in April 2008, with a deadline for submissions of 
summer 2008. The network is to be operational as soon as possible, realistically from 
late 2008 or early 2009. The network (a joint activity of DG TREN and DG RTD) 
should be operational for the lifetime of the demonstration projects, with the initial 
phase being 3 years and a total funding of up to €3mln provided for by the 
Commission for the first three years.  

 
 COMM hopes to receive a number of sound bids. It is currently being verified if the 

Commission can use in this case a procedure allowing dialogue/negotiation with the 
best bidder(s) prior to concluding the contract. Although such approach may result in a 
lengthier tender process - especially with regard to the evaluation period - it would 
guarantee the best fit between project needs and commitments of the secretariat. 
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Discussion: 
 
NORWAY asked about the possibility of allowing CCS demonstration projects to the 
network before 1 January 2009. 
 
COMM explained that the network could not accommodate any projects before it is 
operational. Nevertheless close dialogue with all projects coming on stream will be 
maintained by the Commission to enable their swift inclusion into the network once it 
is in place.  
 
BELLONA demanded if it would be possible to accommodate demonstration projects 
geographically located outside Europe (e.g. China and India) but implemented by 
European companies. 
 
COMM explained that no final decision has been taken on this issue. 
 

 VGB underlined that there is a time pressure and in order to meet the 2015 target we 
have to pay attention to deadlines. 

  
 COMM confirmed it is aware of the problem and stressed once more that it will co-

operate with the projects before the network starts operating so that first movers could 
enter the network soon after its launch. 

 
EURACOAL asked about the future role of ZEP in view of the network coming on 
stream with quite a strong mandate. It was also stressed that the network should 
concentrate on increasing public awareness of CCS. 

  
 COMM answered that the ZEP Platform and the network would be complementary. In 

case of public awareness ZEP would work on a larger spectrum taking care of the CCS 
concept as such while the network could complement the work with evidence from 
individual demonstration projects. 

 
 ALSTOM confirmed that indeed ZEP would be complementary to the network. The 

upcoming ZEP meeting on 19 March was mentioned and the COMM was invited to 
attend. In addition, concern was expressed about how the network could encourage 
demonstration projects in specific areas as to achieve a full matrix of technologies 
proposed by ZEP. It was asked whether the Commission would take a proactive role in 
encouraging a wide variety of demonstration projects. 

 
 COMM responded by explaining that it would first see what projects would apply and 

only then make an assessment of which CCS technologies would be missing from the 
portfolio of technologies and would therefore need to be encouraged. It was stressed 
that at least in the early stages access to the network would be open to all eligible 
projects that would qualify. This approach would allow for integration of a maximum 
number of demonstration projects at start. 

 
ALSTOM expressed concern related to the long life span of demonstration projects 
(possibly decades) in relation to the network and demanded how the Commission 
would be able to handle such long-term projects. 
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VGB added that the first 3 years of the network functioning would be very important 
from the communication point of view hence co-operation and coordination of actions 
with ZEP is one of the essential issues. 
 
COMM explained that the structure should be in place as long as needed for the 
demonstration exercise to reach its objective. This may not be as long as the lifetime 
of the participating powerplants but should certainly extend into the period 2015-2020. 
After the first three years, the network would move into a 2nd phase drawing in 
complementary financial contribution to bring it beyond the time horizon of FP7. The 
Commission has no intention to downscale financial involvement after 3 years but the 
scale of the network in later years, if it is successful, might need some extra financing. 
 
DENMARK asked whether a Danish company would be allowed to join the network if 
the Danish government would not support the initiative. 
 
COMM explained that the network should be open to all suitable demonstration 
projects with a realistic perspective to be built and operated in the envisaged 
timeframe; formal endorsement or economic support from governments is not 
foreseen as a qualification criteria. On the other hand, it would be difficult to include 
and/or keep in the network a project which has definitively failed to obtain the usually 
required permits and authorisations from the relevant authorities in its Member State. 
 
ALSTOM asked whether the European Industrial Initiative on CCS would go beyond 
the network of demonstration projects. 
 
COMM explained that the EII would indeed be meant to go not only beyond 
demonstration exercise but also possibly beyond the power sector. The project 
network is only a specific step to initiate early action and keep momentum with 
respect to early demonstration projects. 

 
6. CCS DIRECTIVE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 

THE COMMISSION (MIHAI TOMESCU) presented, as was agreed at the 1st meeting of 
the Sustainable Fossil Fuel Working Party on 8 February 2008, the impact assessment 
(IA) prepared by the Commission for the CCS directive proposal. 
 
Apart from revising existing legislation the CCS Directive resolves a number of 
important problems concerning environmental security of storage sites, composition of 
CO2 stream, permit review, monitoring. It also addresses liability and long-term 
stewardship as well as third-party access to transport network and storage sites. In 
addition, the impact assessment considered the appropriate options to incentivise CCS 
deployment in view of achieving a socially optimal future energy mix than can deliver 
the EU climate target at the lowest cost. 
 
The impact assessment compared a mandatory approach to CCS with a market-based 
scenario and presented three scenarios: (1) CCS not enabled; (2) a market-based 
scenario; (3) a mandatory scenario. The IA opted for the second scenario as it proved 
that in the medium term effects on CCS deployment would be similar. A market-based 
approach should be the most effective incentive to invest in various low carbon 
technologies including CCS and it would be up to the MS to choose their approach to 
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CCS. The revised ETS should ensure a robust carbon price and action on CCS 
demonstration will bring costs of the technology down. MS individually determine 
whether and where CCS will happen and private companies will decide whether to use 
CCS on the basis of conditions in the carbon market. 
 
The IA further proved that the full mandatory option would cost around €6bn/yr more 
to meet the 20% reduction target in 2020 than under the market-based scenario. 
Moreover, mandatory CCS would also have a major impact concentrated in a small 
number of MS (73% of effort in DE, UK, PL and BE).  Under the market-based 
scenario 160Mt of CO2 would be captured, whereas a 32% reduction in 2003 would 
be €60bn (40%) more expensive without CCS.  
 
Based on the most extreme deployment scenario for 2030 sufficient storage capacity 
exists in Europe to store emissions. This scenario would require a total transport 
network of 17.000 km. The main uncertainties would relate to the storage capacity of 
saline aquifers. However, under the mandatory scenario the length of the transport 
network would increase to 45.000 km with transport cost increasing from €5/t to 
€10/t). 
 
 
Discussion: 
 
STATOILHYDRO raised a question related to the difference in CCS costs between gas 
and coal generation. 
 
COMM explained that the difference in costs is due to the higher cost of capturing and 
compressing for gas, as compared to coal. 
 
BELLONA complemented the presentation. In addition the Commission was asked to 
elaborate on the high burden placed on 4 countries (Germany, UK, Poland and 
Belgium) under a mandatory approach to CCS. 
 
COMM explained that these countries (especially Germany and Poland) rely heavily on 
coal and as such will have to invest significantly more in CCS, i.e. the mandatory 
burden would fall on 4-5 countries. Belgium would face high costs due to the fact that 
it is phasing out nuclear plants. The results were based on PRIMES modelling. 
 
EURACOAL referred to the high investment for CCS required from industry and was 
asked why actors that build demonstration projects could not be excluded from 
auctioning. 
 
COMM stressed the importance of not distorting the current ETS rule where the power 
sector would be subject to full auctioning. It would be important to wait before 
proposing any change to the directive based on experience gathered.  
 
EURELECTRIC supported the Commission and emphasised that distorting the ETS 
would raise overall costs of the EU economies. 

 
7. INTRODUCTION OF PEABODY ENERGY TO ALL THE PARTICIPANTS 
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COMM invited PEABODY ENERGY present at the meeting as a guest to present the 
company and its position on CCS. 
 
PEABODY expressed its gratitude for being allowed to join the meeting and gave a 
short introduction of its activities. The company is the largest private sector coal 
mining company in the U.S.A. and has strong interests in participating in Clean Coal 
Technology projects. Peabody is both a founding member of FutureGen and investor 
in the Chinese GreenGen project (as the only foreign company). 

 
8. ETS POST 2013 -IMPLICATION OF FULL AUCTIONING FOR CCS 
 

DEBRIV (DR GEORGE MILOJCIC) gave a presentation on the implications of full 
auctioning under the ETS for the coal industry, modernisation of power plants and 
CCS. 

 
DEBRIV made a case for benchmarking allocation as opposed to full auctioning for 
CCS, emphasising the importance of establishing an investment-friendly framework. 
DEBRIV argued that under full auctioning the industry would receive little incentive 
to invest in CCS. It was shown that even at €20/t of CO2 old coal plants remain higher 
in merit order than new coal plants or gas plants. Another message was that coal will 
remain in the market in the long-term  but still investment incentives will be needed to 
encourage CCS development and changeover of plants fleet. It was argued that 
benchmarking provides a stimulus vs. auctioning which provides penalty. Lack of 
proper investment framework could at the end lead to substantial drop in security of 
supply level. 
 
Discussion: 
 
TOTAL asked whether the Commission could oblige MS to use more proceeds from 
auctioning for energy investments. 
 
COMM answered that for CCS the mere fact that the projects would not have to buy 
allowances can be perceived as important incentive. 
 
DEBRIV remarked that exclusion from auctioning would raise competitiveness of CCS 
but not create investment incentive. This would be especially valid for companies 
integrating coal and power production. They would block new investment and exploit 
old plants. Power producers without supply source would rather switch to gas, not 
because of the lower financial costs but because of lower risk. 
 
BELLONA underlined the need to shift the debate towards how to finance 
demonstration plants (the volatility of carbon price is the key to this: price stabilisation 
for CO2 is crucial) and remarked that the planned White Paper on financing low 
carbon technologies would be extremely important. 
 
E3G asked for any plans in Germany to recycle ETS auctioning proceeds. 
 
DEBRIV was not aware of such plans and remarked that it would be unlikely that 
conventional power producers would participate in any such redistribution. 
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EURELECTRIC underlined that auctioning should be at this stage perceived as reality 
and not possibility. 
 
GERMAN HARD COAL ASSOCIATION underlined that ETS is a tool and not the goal 
and if any other tools could reduce same amount of CO2 emissions and be more 
economically efficient, they should be considered. 
 
EURACOAL stressed that full auctioning would work in a similar way as mandatory 
CCS. The main outcome would be to concentrate the burden on a small number of 
countries. It was remarked that the MS will raise this issue in the Council and PL 
already asked for IA of full auctioning on electricity prices. 
 
DEBRIV summarised by emphasising the importance for the coal industry to: (1) have 
a predictable CO2 price, and (2) a good framework for CCS investment. 
 

9. ANY OTHER BUSINESS 
 

WORLD COAL INSTITUTE underlined that CCS development is currently not allowed 
under CDM and asked position of the Commission on this. 

 
The Commission responded by mentioning its position paper presented at the Bali 
Conference in 2007 which was favourable to including CCS under CDM. Further 
negotiations are on-going to convince countries opposing the concept, especially 
Brazil. The conference in Poland (December) will be another step to convince 
sceptical countries. The most important working group at the conference will be 
chaired by MEP J. Buzek who is favourable towards CCS. 
 
The Commission informed that the next meeting of the SFF WG is initially planned on 
25 of April. This will be confirmed by e-mail as soon as possible. 
 
 
 
 

Jan Panek 
(Signed) 
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ANNEX: PARTICIPANTS LIST 
 
 
 
NAME REPRESENTATION TYPE OF 

REPRESENTATION 
BAUER, Franz VGB PowerTech e.V. Industry Association 
BEDDOES, Chris EUROPIA Industry Association 
BOGALLA, Bernd German Hard Coal Association Industry Association 
CINISELLI, Stephan GE Energy Technology and services 

conglomerate 
DIERCKS, Thorsten EURACOAL Industry Association 
ENGEBRETSEN, Marit Norwegian Mission to the EU Norway 
FRISVOLD, Paal Bellona Europe Non-profit Organization 
GLORIEUX, Jacques EURISCOAL Industry Association 
HANNA, Bob Department of Communications, 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Ireland 

HOUEN, Soren Energy Authority, Ministry of 
Climate and Energy 

Denmark 

JOHNSTON, Mark E3G NGO 
MILOJCIC, George DEBRIV Industry Association 
OTTER, Nick ALSTON POWER/ZEPP 

Platform 
Utility and power company 

PEEREBOOM, Diederik OGP Europe Industry Association 
PORTER, Kate Department for Business, 

Enterprise and Regulatory 
Reform 

United Kingdom 

RICARD, Olivier TOTAL Oil company 
SCHNITTLER, Bernd UPEI Industry Association 
STEGMANN, Mirjam StatoilHydro Oil company 
SUMNER, Cartan Peabody Energy Coal mining company 
TOTH, Gabor EURELECTRIC Industry Association 
WARREN, Luke World Coal Institute Industry Association 
PANEK, Jan TREN C3 European Commission 
GALANIS, Ioannis TREN C3 European Commission 
BOLESTA, Chris TREN C3 European Commission 
TULLIUS, Kai TREN C3 European Commission 
DE KLEIJN, Guillaume TREN C3 European Commission 
TOMESCU, Mihai ENV C5 European Commission 

 
 
 


