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1st External Stakeholder Group Meeting on EU Biomass Action Plan  
 

Minutes of Meeting 
   

Date/Time:   Friday 04/03/05, 9.30-17.00 hrs 

 

Location: Charlemagne building, Room S1, Rue de la Loi 170, 1070 Brussels 

 

Present: External Stakeholders  64 participants, see List of Attendants in Annex I 

  

 For the Commission 

 Alfonso Gonzalez Finat DG TREN, Director of Directorate D 

 Karl Kellner   DG TREN, Head of Unit D2 

 Mariangels Perez Latorre DG TREN, Deputy Head of Unit D1 

 Kyriakos Maniatis    DG TREN, Unit D2 

 Jose Riesgo Villanueva          DG TREN, Unit D2 

 Paul Hodson    DG TREN, Unit D1 

  Andreas Heinz                DG TREN, Unit D2 

  Mr. W. Schulz-Greve              DG AGRI  

  Mr. J. Van de Velde    DG ENV 

  Mr. P. Ungar     DG REGIO 

  Mr. J. Wall    DG ENTR 

  Mr. B. Kavalov    DG JRC (IE Petten) 

  Mr. Ch. Hunter    DG JRC (IE Petten) 

 

This was the first meeting of the External Stakeholder Group (ESG) which was constituted to 
support and contribute to the DG TREN activities on the European Biomass Action Plan 
(BAP). The agenda of the meeting is attached as Annex II.  

At the beginning of the meeting all participants received a questionnaire. This questionnaire 
was to be filled in and submitted by the end of the meeting. It is considered to be a 
supplementary document to the public consultation currently in process. The questionnaire, 
the results of the assessment of the 37 responses received and all presentations will soon be 
published on DG TREN Homepage. 
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1. Introduction  
The meeting started with a welcome by K. Maniatis.  

He shortly explained the background and the Commission’s motivation for the European 
Biomass Action Plan. In summary BAP aims to support the strategic EU renewable energy 
goals for 2010 and its objective is to propose specific actions that would facilitate achieving 
these targets. BAP covers the whole bioenergy sector, including biomass, agricultural and 
forestry residues, and the biodegradable fraction of various waste streams and addresses all 
energy vectors heat/cold, power, and transport biofuels. The schedule for this activity is very 
tight. An impact assessment has to be prepared by the end of March 05 and the draft 
communication has to be finalised by the end of June 2005 (scheduled to be adopted by the 
EC at the 4th Quarter 05). Directorate D (Unit D1) of DG-TREN is coordinating the BAP.  

The proposed agenda was accepted by the participants. 

 

2. Presentations by EC representatives 
 
2.1  DG TREN 

K. Maniatis started the presentation series with reasons supporting the need for a EU Biomass 
Action Plan (the slides to this presentation will soon be published on DG TREN 
Homepage/BAP). Key messages were: 

• Bioenergy is the biggest renewable energy source regarding current use and medium 
term potential (this is true for both, EU25 and OECD). 

• Bioenergy has got the largest absolute annual growth rate of all renewables in EU25. 

• White Paper political targets for bioenergy use in EU in 2010 can only be met with 
significantly enhanced annual growth rates for bioenergy. Otherwise the European 
Union will fail to meet its policy objectives related to renewable energy sources. 

• Preliminary results indicate that in the EU there are sufficient domestic biomass and 
waste resources to meet the White Paper targets. This is the outcome of recent expert 
studies. In order to allow for further growth of the sector, in the mid to long term 
biomass imports from outside EU may become necessary. Currently bioenergy import 
dependency of EU25 is below 1%. 

• Annual R&D spending on bioenergy in EU25 is very little when compared to other 
RES and related to annual growth of the respective energy sectors. 

• Wording: “biofuels” includes all: liquid, solid and gaseous biofuels. 

 

2.2  DG AGRI 

W. Schulz-Grewe continued with a presentation about the Common Agricultural Policy 
(CAP) perspectives for biomass production. His key messages were: 

• Biomass use for energy purpose competes with other uses (food, feed). 

• Key approach of CAP: Adaptation of agricultural production to market demand (incl. 
energy crops). 
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• Set-aside land: 10% of agricultural land in EU15 about 4 million ha; New Member 
States (NMS) do not apply set-aside land scheme yet; in 2003 EU15 produced energy 
crops on 0.9 million ha of set-aside land (mainly oil seeds in FR and DE); 10% set-
aside obligation will continue; energy crop premium is not eligible on set-aside land. 

• Energy crop premium: limited to 1.5 million ha in EU15 due to financial limitations; 
45 €/ ha premium for energy crops (except sugar beet); premium not yet applicable to 
NMS; in 2004, 300.000 ha applied for premium in EU15; uptake of premium use is 
expected in future; market will learn to use this tool. 

• Diversification of agricultural economy includes district heating with local biomass. 

• Trade issues: From least developed countries everything but arms (EBA) must be 
imported tax-free. on-going WTO negotiations and bilateral trade agreements (e.g. 
Mercosur) 

• Biomass availability: As soon as there is demand (for biofuels), the agricultural and 
the forestry sector will be ready to deliver. 

 

The following questions were raised immediately after the presentation: 

• Will there be an Inter-Service Steering Group on liquid biofuel trade issues (V. Corre, 
UEPA)?  
Several DGs and MS are already involved in this discussion. The EC is negotiating 
trade issues on behalf of MS. An ISG is already existing for MERCOSUR 
negotiations (this is especially relevant to bio-ethanol). Activities are ongoing. 
Current agreement amongst involved parties: There is room to import bio-ethanol, a 
limitation in relation to biofuel consumption seems to be favourable (W. Schulz-
Grewe). 

• How do you make sure that energy crops are produced in an environmentally friendly 
way (L. Bjork – RSPB – Protection of Birds)? 
In principle, DG AGRI is currently reducing its control of agricultural production. 
Hence, if there are specific energy crop related aspects to be regarded, it is the 
responsibility of DG TREN and DG ENV to implement such regulation (W. Schulz-
Grewe).  

• The current energy crop premium is too low. 45€/ha translates into CO2 abatement 
costs of about 2 to 6 €/ tonne of CO2 (S. Singer, WWF).  
DG AGRI is willing to support energy crops. However, financial discipline is 
necessary. Furthermore, it is too early to assess the situation today. First experiences 
are currently made. End of 2006 there will be an assessment report about the energy 
crop premium scheme. Then we can discuss this issue further (W. Schulz-Grewe).  

• If cereals are covered by this plan, the Commission should make sure that the current 
cereal users are not penalised by price distortions on the cereal market. Any action 
plan on biomass should thus be part of a global policy in order to avoid any negative 
impact on other usages of biomass, notably food, feed and other non-food (J. Juliette 
Jacques, AAC) 
DG AGRI very much welcomes this (W. Schulz-Grewe). 
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2.3  DG-ENV 

The next presentation was held by J. Van de Velde. He presented main results of a recent 
study by the DG ENV Forestry Unit “EU Forests for Renewable Energy to mitigate Climate 
Change”. The following key messages were outlined: 

• The EFFECT study bases on existing know-how and data bases for EU 15. 

• There is a surplus capacity of forest wood in EU 15: The ratio of ratio of forest 
exploitation to forest increment is about 60% on average (in some MS below 40%); 
Forests expand by about 340.000 ha per year (50% by human-intervention and 50% 
naturally);  There is a limited market for small sized wood (thinnings). 

• It is assumed that the surplus capacity of forest wood in EU 25 is even larger. 

• In summary there is room for mobilising more wood. There is enough wood for all 
needs, material and energy purposes. 

• Effective actions are needed in order to further expand the exploitation of the forest 
(large impact possible after 2010) with emphasis on improved management of 
existing forests (removing logging residues, facilitating pre-commercial thinnings), 
and restoring degraded forests. 

• Existing problems: conservative behaviour of forest owners, fragmentation of forest 
ownership.  

• In summary there is no practical solution for a quick fix; long term action is required. 

• MS should have maximum flexibility how to implement RES targets nationally. 

 

2.4  DG REGIO 

Mr. P. Ungar presented EU cohesion policy 2007-13 and the role of energy in regional 
development. His key messages were the following: 

• Current Structural Funds cover period 2000-2006. In discussion now: coming 
Structural Funds (2007-2013). 

• Existing Structural Funds: 2/3 of total budget goes into “Objective 1” (support for 
poorer regions) -> up to 75% financing of total project costs; Renewables and energy 
projects represent a small fraction of supported project but they are gaining 
importance (1.9 billion € for EU15, 2000-2006).  

• Coming Structural Funds: total budget about 1/3 of total EU25 budget (336 billion €); 
4/5 will go to “convergence” (<75% of average GDP per capita) regions (mostly 
NMS); cohesion fund is now also open to RES (explicitly mentioned in regulation). 

• Next steps: strategic guidelines for coming Structural Funds; 10 strategic axes, 1 of 
them being “Kyoto Plus” which may be very important for bioenergy. 

• Visit DG REGIO home page. There is a map of EU25 showing all support 
mechanisms per selected MS. 
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2.5  DG ENTR 

The next presentation was held by J. Wall. He presented results of a joint study on “EU 
Energy Policy Impacts on Forest-Based Industry” (the slides to this presentation will soon be 
published on DG TREN Homepage/BAP). Key messages were: 

• Enhanced level of wood use for energy purpose could have severe price impacts on 
existing wood processing industry. 

• With the exception of wood the contribution of other types of biomass (such as straw 
and waste) for energy purposes, are not well defined. The question is how can these 
alternatives be mobilised? 

• The increased wood consumption for the forest-based industries so far has been met 
by imports from NMS, other CEECs and Russia. 

• The RES Working group indicated that at least regional distortions will result for a 
wider utilisation of wood for energy and that from biomass it is the wood fraction for 
which there will be significant competition. 

• At the same time wood energy could also be a business opportunity for forest based 
industry. For this purpose it should be optimised by producing mainly combined heat 
and power. But how to motivate the stakeholders? How to balance wood for material 
and energy use?    

The following questions/comments were raised immediately after the presentation: 

• In Finland, wood industry and wood energy are going hand in hand (E. Eskola, 
Ministry of Trade and Industry, Finland). 

• What is the time horizon of BAP? In Sweden and Finland, biomass success stories 
have required very long time action (10-20 years). Lots of education and 
communication were needed to. The forest sector is special: it cannot easily be 
mobilised. We cannot do much about the wood price (?, CEPF). 
The BAP is primarily focussing on reaching 2010 White Paper targets. There is no 
doubt that we cannot change anything significant within the forestry sector within 5 
years, however small changes and improvements in management can have a big effect 
(K. Maniatis, J. Van de Velde). The BAP should also look to other alternative E crops 
and not focusing only on wood (J. Wall) 

2.6  DG JRC 

The next presentation was planned to be held by B. Kavalov from JRC IE Petten. 
Unfortunately due to weather conditions he only able to join the meeting in the afternoon. 
Chr. Hunter, JRC IE Petten, explained JRC activities in the biomass sector. His key messages 
were: 

• JRC is first customer to other DGs of the European Commission. 

• The Institute for Energy of JRC Petten primarily divides into two areas: desk top 
studies (data collection and analysis etc.) and thermal processes (development of 
combustion processes towards increased efficiency, increased reliability, reduced 
emissions and control, management of European Network of Combustion Plant 
Operators). 

• NMS are focus of ongoing work on waste to energy. 
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• R&D on Municipal Solid Waste ( bio-fraction, in the NL this bio- fraction can reach 
50% of total waste ) 

• Set up of networking on plants carrying out co-firing (exchange of information).  

• R&D on Municipal Solid Waste ( biodegradable fraction, in the NL can reach 50% of 
total waste ) 

• The IE has carried out a study on Bio-heat and the results will be made available to the 
Commission services and BAP stakeholders. 

After this presentation a more general discussion on the BAP started. The main contributions 
were as follows: 

• Will all those DGs which are present during the ESG meeting continue to cooperate 
on biomass? This is very important for the sector. DG TRADE should also be included 
(D. Klein, expert COPA/COGECA) 
Inter-Service Cooperation is usual for the European Commission. This is also true for 
the ongoing BAP activities. DG TRADE and DG TAXUD were also invited to take 
part in ESG meeting. Inter-Service Cooperation for BAP will continue until final draft 
BAP Communication is finished (K. Maniatis). 

• There is a big need for coherence in trade policies, in particular for bio-ethanol. Today 
the sector faces big trade problems and a great deal of uncertainty. Brazil is the main 
global competitor. Due to massive state support in the past, Brazilian bio-ethanol 
producers are today very well experienced and very cost-effective. One must make 
sure that European bio-ethanol industry is not disrupted by this. Ongoing 
MERCOSUR negotiations may offer solutions for this problem (V. Corre, UEPA) 
Let us postpone this important issue to the afternoon discussion where a particular 
session has been allocated on this issue (K. Maniatis).  

• What is the relation between the European Environmental Technology Action Plan 
(ETAP) and the BAP (A. Langenheld, German Ministry of Environmental affairs)? 
This cannot be answered yet. Further analysis is necessary (K. Maniatis, J. Van de 
Velde). 

• What kind of legislative action is envisaged in the context of BAP? What possible 
legal outcome could there be? (R. Garofalo, EBB) 
The only biomass sector which is not covered yet by EU legislation is the heat sector. 
However, it is unclear yet whether this sector needs dedicated EU–level legislation. 
This will be examined by the Impact Assessment and if needed it could be proposed 
by the BAP. 

• How is “biomass” defined in the context of BAP? Does this definition include 
recovered paper waste (B. de Galembert, CEPI)? 
There is a politically accepted definition for biomass in Europe. See biomass and 
definition in RESe Directive 2001/77/EC1 and waste Directive 2003/96/EC. This 
definition is also true for the BAP. It does include waste paper. However, it is up to 
the market to decide which is the best option to utilise waste paper - recycling or 
energy recovery (K. Maniatis). 

                                                 
1 “Biomass” shall mean the biodegradable fraction of products, waste and residues from agriculture (including 
vegetal and animal substances), forestry and related industries, as well as the biodegradable fraction of 
industrial and municipal waste. 
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• Will BAP also address the demand side? Reduced energy demand is another means to 
increase biomass shares of energy supply. Additionally, biomass use in stationary 
combined heat and power (CHP) applications may be advantageous compared to using 
the same amount of biomass for transport fuel. Another thing is public acceptance: 
biomass acceptance in public should be improved. Openly address that biomass is not 
carbon-free and use Life Cycle Assessment tools in order to identify best options for 
biomass use (S. Singer, WWF). 
It is not an objective of the BAP to act on the demand side. This is covered by other 
(parallel) policy initiatives. Regarding the transport sector (that is the only one where 
its intensity continues to increase) we should bare in mind, that biofuels is the only 
feasible RES alternative to fossil based fuels (K. Maniatis). 

• When focussing BAP on 2010 White paper targets it should not be forgotten, that we 
have to carry out research work now in order to have technological solutions for the 
period after 2010. That is why R&D should be one part of the BAP (M. Dohy, 
ADEME). 
A biomass R&D plan shall be part of the BAP. However, one has to keep in mind that 
present R&D activities will only be able to become commercial technologies in the 
time-frame of 2010-2015, thus R&D will not deliver quick results on the biomass 
market (K. Maniatis). 

• It is also important that BAP activities will be initiated in all EU MS. Question 1: How 
is the EC proceeding to motivate MS to meet start such a process? . Finland has got 
good experience with that (stakeholder involvement etc.). Question 2: what are the 
links between BAP and RES e directive (report)? (E. Eskola, Ministry of Trade and 
Industry, Finland). 
At present, only few countries have started a BAP process (NL in particular) and 
Actions on EU level must be supported by actions on MS level. On Q2, the follow up 
of the RESe directive is under the competence of unit D1 (in charge of the legislative 
activity), (K. Maniatis). 

• In the Netherlands, BAP process started 2 years ago. The motivation was that biomass 
was lagging behind national targets. First activities included the set-up of task forces 
with all relevant stakeholders and ministry representatives. Now, the Netherlands is in 
the middle of this process. Most crucial problem for the biomass sector: authorisation 
processes for new biomass plants. Especially the implementation of EU IPPC directive 
causes severely extended permit processes. Nevertheless, the national BAP is 
promising, delivering success, and other MS should follow this example. But it takes 
time (K. Kwant, SenterNovem). 

• For the bio-ethanol sector R&D is also crucial. It should be targeted at expanding the 
biomass input range for ethanol production (V. Corre, UEPA). 
A Technology Platform on “Biofuels” is being considered for FP7. One of their tasks 
will be the production of a strategic research agenda on biofuels In addition DG TREN 
is supporting several demonstration projects for the production and utilisation of liquid 
biofuels for transport applications (K. Maniatis). 

• Will the BAP clarify the link between waste and energy policy? In France, electricity 
generation form biomass is more expensive than from wind. Past learning curves for 
bioelectricity are not promising; maybe R&D on European level might enable cost 
reductions in future. In France, biomass is usually used in central heating applications. 
Tax credits and bonuses for improved efficiency and reduced emissions are the key 
drivers. There is need for further solid biofuel standardisation on EU-level (Chr. 
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Jurzcak, Ministry of Economy, Finance and Industry, France). 
We do not touch the existing biomass definition of the EU. Hence, waste is covered by 
BAP. Cost-competitiveness is indeed a problem for many biomass applications. We 
have no solution for that yet. However the French example on biomass for heating is a 
very good one and needs to be disseminated (K. Maniatis). 

• The existing biomass definition of the EC is ok. But how about plastics. Some experts 
say that this definition even covers plastics? Apart from that, European forest owners 
do need EC supported communication campaigns in order to accelerate the bioenergy 
business (S. Hogfors, CEPF). 
Plastics are usually not biodegradable and thus excluded from biomass definition. 
However, some fossil based biodegradable plastics have started to enter the market but 
their fraction is very small and insignificant at present. This small fraction would fall 
under the biomass definition. As long as this fraction is insignificant compared to the 
total of plastics waste streams, no revision of the existing biomass definition is 
necessary. If fossil based polymers become increasingly biodegradeable, a new 
discussion of the existing biomass definition might be useful (K. Maniatis). 

• Biodegradeable polymers are indeed only a small fraction of total plastics waste 
streams. Nevertheless, there are 70 mio. toe equivalent waste plastics in Europe which 
cannot be recycled. This is a big energy potential. There is the need to further develop 
clean waste-to-energy technologies (N. Mayne, APME). 
We agree that energy generation from waste plastics is welcome and should be 
favoured against landfilling (K. Maniatis). 

• Animal fat based biodiesel production is increasing. Used cooking oils are also 
moving out of the feed sector into biodiesel production (R. Garofalo, EBB). 
We are aware of this market and we recognise it. DG TREN is supporting projects to 
develop the necessary technology, this is a good niche market where an environmental 
problem turns into a renewable energy source resulting into win-win situations (K. 
Maniatis). 

• Large stationary biomass plants for CHP and power generation suffer from high 
investment costs and power heat selling prices which cannot be enhanced further. In 
consequence only cheap biomass can help to improve economics (G. Goettlicher, 
VGB). 
As the largest European forest based biomass supplier, we see large unused potentials 
for biomass supply from the forest sector. There is a lot of room for mobilising cheap 
biomass. Currently there is no such demand; there is lack of market pull for biomass 
fuels. In our view there is no problem for biomass availability at present and in the 
near to medium term. (E. Link, Sveaskog). 

 

3. Discussion  

The afternoon session of the ESG meeting began with a welcome speech by A. Gonzalez 
Finat. 

After that, K. Maniatis presented key questions about the bioenergy market which should then 
be discussed and answered in the plenum. In total there were 3 questions to be discussed 
respectively on “biomass availability and supply” and “stationary biomass applications”, 2 
questions on “liquid biofuels” and 1 on the role of the “EU citizen”. 
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K. Maniatis presented the questions sector-wise and then a discussion about the respective 
sector followed. In the following key contributions and comments of this discussion are 
presented.  

 

3.1  Biomass Availability and Supply 

• The set-aside scheme and the energy crop premium should also be applied to the NMS 
(R. Garofalo, EBB). 
The most effective instrument in favour of energy crops is the CAP itself. It gives the 
farmer freedom to react according to market needs. Today there is a simplified 
agricultural policy being applied to the NMS. After 2008 they will be transferred into 
the normal CAP system including set-aside scheme and energy crop premium (W. 
Schulz-Grewe).  

• What biomass resources are included in the study which was mentioned in the 
presentation of K. Maniatis (S. Singer, WWF)? 
Results from the study “Bioenergy’s role in the EU energy market – A view of 
developments until 2020”2 were used. This study calculated economic potentials under 
the assumption of sustainability bonuses for bioenergy. It covered all relevant 
biomass: forestry byproducts and wood fuels, solid agricultural residues, solid 
industrial residues, energy crops, wet manure, organic waste, sewage gas, landfill gas 
(K. Maniatis, J. Riesgo Villanueva).  
The primary output of the forestry sector is raw material for production. When 
supporting energy from wood this existing market should not be disrupted. One recent 
study from a Finnish institute (for EU25) on wood availability indicates that the 
resources are not as high as estimated in the DG TREN study, (E. Eskola, Ministry of 
Trade and Industry, Finland). 

• The availability of biomass is not static. It can be changed. Biomass availability 
depends on the efficiency of the biomass harvesting and processing technology. That 
is why further R&D on such technology on EU scale is vitally important.  
Another issue: Large agro industries already exist. Biomass utilisation for energy 
purpose needs to be implemented in harmony with these industries. As an example, we 
are organising a meeting of biodiesel and margarine industry.   
The most important measure to increase biomass availability is demand. This can be 
reached by obligatory biomass use in MS.  
COPA/COGECA is currently developing a position paper on the bioenergy issue 
together with its members. This paper will soon be submitted to DG-TREN (D. Klein, 
COPA/COGECA). 

• Biomass is a limited resource. That is why it should be used as efficient as possible 
(e.g. CHP). In agriculture energy crops should be better integrated into food and feed 
production. In forestry, biomass for energy purpose mostly relies on residues. That is 
why wood use for the building sector should be promoted. This would have several 
positive effects: more cheap residues for energy generation, carbon sequestration in 
buildings, substitution of more energy intensive building material. Measures should be 
developed to assess these advantages of wood as a building material (M. Dohy, 
ADEME). 

                                                 
2 http://europa.eu.int/comm/energy/res/sectors/doc/bioenergy/bioenergy_role_2000_2010_2020.pdf 
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Indeed, when biomass is used as building/construction material there are significant 
energy savings (avoidance of producing cement, bricks etc). This needs to be 
exploited further, in the past demonstration programmes energy avoidance was taken 
into consideration, the Commission will examine whether this can be taken into 
account (K. Maniatis). 

•  From our point of view a more market oriented approach is needed. Biomass should 
be used in a cost effective way in existing technology (e.g. cofiring installations, 
industrial CHP applications, large scale heat generation). This market should be 
started now. The Nordic biomass market allows for both, local and international trade. 
What is needed is large volume, commercial scale biomass markets. Green certificates 
turned out to be a very efficient driver of electricity generation from biomass in 
Sweden. A lot of investment has been done in this sector. Within EU harmonised 
action would be preferred. Important is a focus on large scale markets. Technology 
available is no limiting factor (J. Tollin, Vattenfall). 

• Today industrial biomass facilities have reached a very high reliability; just like 
conventional oil powered plants. Technology availability really is no limiting factor. 
In Sweden, Short Rotation Forestry (SRF) stared 10 years ago. Production costs could 
compete with forest residues (13 €/MWh). When energy companies entered the SRF 
business, production costs fell down to 8 €/MWh. In Sweden, SRF wood fuels can be 
produced cheaper than coal. In other MS the situation may be different. In any case, 
local conditions have to be taken into consideration (B. Telenius, STEM). 

• The starch industry wants to make sure that bio-products are included in the scope of 
this action plan. Indeed, starch is renewable and biodegradable. It is the most perfect 
raw material for the green and sustainable use of agricultural products. Today the 
starch industry already provides 3.6 million tons of starch equivalent to the non-food 
sector for the manufacture of bio-products. These include, for instance, glues in the 
paper and board sector, cosmetics, vitamins, pharmaceuticals, paints, tyres, 
construction materials, etc. but there are also bio-products with high development 
potential such as bio-detergents, biofuels, biodegradable plastics, etc.. In respect of 
bio-energy, the starch industry could be interested in both its aspects: a) as an energy 
consumer, the starch industry could be interested in using renewable energies 
produced from biomass (whatever its origin); and b) as a potential producer of ethanol, 
the starch industry could be interested in using cereal-based biomass to produce 
biofuel. In respect of the implementation of the future action plan, the AAC would like 
to make sure that the Commission sees to the coherence of the different measure taken 
by the Member States (J. Jacques, AAC). 

• Conflicts between material and energy use of wood residues must be reduced in order 
to mobilise more forest wood resources. In some MS, black liquor is not accepted as 
biomass although it is included in EU biomass definition. This is a drawback to 
utilising this residue (B. de Galembert, CEPI). 

• Very often the biomass supply side is over-emphasized in biomass conferences. It is 
necessary to concentrate more on the biomass use side. Large volume biomass markets 
should be promoted, not niche markets. In Sweden, the current green certificate 
system successfully drives cost-effective biomass applications (B. Telenius, STEM).  

• When talking about economics, socio-economic benefits of biomass should not be 
forgotten. Today they are not fully incorporated yet in market prices (V. Corre, 
UEPA). 
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• Rising wood prices are a problem to wood processing industry. In Sweden, pellet 
prices recently exceeded particle board prices. This caused the bankruptcy of two 
particle board producers. That is why BAP should not only rely on wood as biomass 
fuel. Other biomass resources should also be included. All stakeholders should be 
included when supporting bioenergy. Wood based products should also be promoted 
and the whole process chain should be regarded (K. Wynendaele, EPF).  

 

3.2  Stationary Biomass Application 

• There are several barriers to stationary biomass applications. 1) In France, heat (from 
biomass) is penalised with high VAT. 2) In public there is generally little acceptance 
for chimneys. Positive development: Emissions trading could turn out to become a 
biomass driver in future (M. Dohy, ADEME). 

• The key obstacle to stationary biomass applications are higher costs compared to 
alternatives. That is why knowledge about economic viable solutions should be 
improved. Additionally, R&D should continue to provide the market with cost 
efficient energy technologies. In the long run, biomass must be viable without support. 
Iin Finland, private consumers have to pay high VAT on biomass technology and 
biofuels (22%). Officials say that EU legislation does not allow for VAT exemptions 
in these cases.  
Regarding EU heat Directive: EU directives are not always the best way to proceed. 
Existing Directives and their results should be assessed first, before further Directives 
are thought of. Also emissions trading effects should be assessed first. The heat market 
is very different from the electricity market with big national and regional differences 
(E. Eskola, Ministry of Trade and Industry, Finland). 
We are aware of that and will assess the need for a RES-Heat Directive very carefully 
(A. Gonzalez Finat). 

• Further action on promoting bioenergy should focus on NMS. CHP applications 
should be favourised compared to pure power plants. Same is true for heat generation: 
electricity based heat supply should be maximised (B. Kavalov, EC JRC). 

• We have also been searching for efficient measures to support the heat market. A 
starting point was fixation of targets. They are vital. After that, support measures were 
identified after discussion with industry: feed-in-tariffs for electricity and CHP, fiscal 
measures (investment subsidies). The heat market is different from the electricity 
market. Legislative action should bear that in mind and be flexible. There is no need 
for further legislation, but there is clear need for more coherence of existing legislation 
(Ch. Jurczak, Ministry, France).  

• In the RES-heat market we need clear targets and time tables. Targets must take into 
account a long term view. The existing RES-e Directive does not provide such a long 
term vision beyond 2010. There is a clear need for a RES-heat Directive. This should 
comprise all renewables, not only biomass. It should also address the demand side and 
take into account the heat demand of neighbours, heating networks, and district 
heating (S. Singer, WWF).  

• In general industry investment presupposes clear and predictable governmental action, 
policy, and regulation. In consequence, EU policy should be more predictable in 
targets and activities. BAP should go beyond 2010 (U. Van Kooten, CEWEP). 
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• Past policy in Sweden was helpful for the biomass sector. Taxes for fossil fuels were 
increased and, a green certificate system was introduced. Both measures delivered 
stable market conditions (S.-O. Ericson, Ministry of Industry, Employment and 
Communications, Sweden). 

• A key barrier to stationary biomass applications is the existing emissions regulation. 
The IPPC Directive must be implemented similarly in all MS. Otherwise the market is 
distorted.  Biomass needs a level playing field in Europe (K. Kwant, SenterNovem). 

• The best measure to support biomass and other RES would be the internalisation of 
external costs. This would yield a true level playing field for all energy options. Apart 
from that, EC should set clear targets for the RES-heat sector. These should be defined 
for the long term (ay least up to 2020). Administrative barriers should be removed, a 
framework for national support schemes should be set, and the quality of heat market 
statistics should be improved. In the long run, a portfolio of different RES 
technologies will be necessary to provide Europe with energy. That is why we cannot 
afford to solely focus on RES options which are most economic today (O. Schaefer, 
EREC). 

 

3.3  Liquid Biofuels 

• We see two key barriers to liquid biofuels: 1) high costs and 2) poor greenhouse gas 
performance. European industry is challenged by overcoming these barriers. The best 
option to overcome these barriers may be ethanol production from sugarcane. 
Considering that bio-ethanol is only an option for gasoline, we still need a convincing 
substitute for diesel (D. Rikkeard, ExxonMobil). 

• European scale liquid biofuel trade is necessary. This presupposes a harmonised EU 
biofuel market. Today there are still big national differences in liquid biofuels 
taxation. EU should set a common frame for liquid biofuel support. National 
differences in market conditions are a barrier. Another thing is that there is a 
correlation between fuel quality and biomass input quality (R. Garofalo, EBB). 
Current CEN standard for biodiesel assumes rape seed oil use. Standards have to be 
adjusted to other inputs, such as sunflower. DG TREN has published a 
preannouncement for a tender to address this issue by re-examining the CEN Biodiesel 
standard. The final call for the tender will be published soon (K. Maniatis). 

• All MS should reduce taxes on liquid biofuels sufficiently to reach biofuels Directive 
targets. Successful MS show what exemption is necessary. This is what policy can do. 
Additionally, industry (leading petrol companies) should show similar efforts to reach 
targets. Indicative targets are an offer to them. If they fail, obligatory blends could be 
the consequence. This would be a bad alternative.  
Regarding international liquid biofuel trade. We do already have international trade 
and it will continue. Trade cannot be avoided. But fair conditions are necessary (D. 
Klein, expert COPE/COGECA). 

• Detaxation is a MS issue.  What EC could do is: support coherence of support 
mechanisms, pursue a predictable long term policy for secure conditions for investors. 
As long as imports are not predictable, no such safe conditions for investors will exist. 
Imports cannot be avoided but it has to be balanced. EU should not become dependent 
on Brasilian bio-ethanol imports since prices may be volatile once dependency is 
established. Global demand for bio-ethanol is rising quickly. We also have to be aware 
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of the over-compensation issue. How to tackle cheap imported bio-ethanol in the EU 
tax exemption system? (V. Corre, UEPA). 

• We should not mix biomass imports with crude oil import dependencies. Both issues 
are of substantially different quality. We should not overemphasize potential problems 
when establishing future biomass markets (E. Link, Sveaskog). 

• The trade issue is generic. It also affects solid and gaseous biofuels. We should not 
establish too many restrictions. Instead let us welcome trade activities. They are vital 
precondition for large scale markets (B. Telenius, STEM). 

• There is a problem with existing EU fuel quality legislation for bio-ethanol. There is 
substantial need for adoption (M. Dohy, ADEME; (D. Klein, expert 
COPE/COGECA). 
DG ENV is currently reviewing the fuel quality Directive. Stakeholder meetings are 
going on (P. Hodson). 

• DG TREN is monitoring closely the implementation of the biofuels Directive. Soon 
letters will go out to such MS, which are clearly below targets (P. Hodson). 

 

4. Conclusion 

This first meeting of the External Stakeholder Group (ESG) was an important step towards a 
market-oriented and effective BAP communication.  

All relevant documents of this meeting including the meeting minutes will soon be published 
on DG TREN Homepage/BAP: 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/energy/res/biomass_action_plan/index_en.htm 

 

5. Schedule/ Next steps.  

Mr A. Gonzalez Finat closed the meeting by indicating that this first meeting of the External 
Stakeholder Group (ESG) provided a good opportunity to highlight and discuss issues that 
should support the preparation of the BAP communication. In order to reinforce and complete 
this working session, he invited the participants to feel free to send to the EC additional 
comments/inputs. He also advised the participants that the Commission will consider the need 
for another meeting in late April when the Impact Assessment would be ready. He also 
confirmed that a final ESG meeting will take in June. At this occasion, a first draft of the BAP 
communication shall be presented and discussed. The European Commission aims to adopt 
the BAP communication in the fourth quarter of 2005. 

 

 

Maniatis/ Riesgo-Villanueva/ Heinz, 16/03/2005 

Last update: 05/04/05



 15 

 

Annex I – List of Attendants (except for EC staff) 
  

N° Title First Name Surname Organisation Type email Country 

        
1 Mr Franz Josef BÄR Austrian Ministry Government franzjosef.baer@bmwa.gv.

at 
AT 

2 Ms Megan BINGHAM-WALKER DTI Government Megan.Bingham-
walker@dti.gsi.gov.uk 

UK 

3 Ms Lucy BJORK RSPB Association Lucy.bjorck@rspb.org.uk UK 

4 Dr Ana Maria BRAVO-ANGEL Genencor International Company Abravo-
Angel@genencor.com 

NL 

5 Ms  Anthi CHARALAMBOUS Permanent Representation of Cyprus to the 
EU 

Government acharalambous@mcit.gov.c
y 

CY 

6 Ms Valérie CORRE UEPA Association uepa@skynet.be BE 

7 Mr Stepfan CRAENEN COGEN Association stefan.craenen@cogen.org  

8 Mr Bernard DE GALEMBERT CEPI Association b.degalembert@cepi.org BE 

9 Mrs Nadine  DE GREEF FEAD Association info@fead.be BE 

10 Ms Dominique DEJONKHEERE COPA/COGECA Association dominique.dejonckheere@
copa-cogeca.be 

BE 

11 Mr Dirk DOBBELAERE EFPRA Association devries@skypro.be BE 

12 Mr Maurice DOHY ADEME Energy Agency maurice.dohy@ademe.fr FR 

13 Mr Mark DRAECK Belgian Ministry Government mark.draeck@ewbl.vlaand
eren.be 

BE 

14 Ms Daina EBERSTEINA Permanent Representation of Latvia to the EU Government daina.ebersteina@mfa.gov.
lv 

LV 

15 Mr Sven-Olov ERICSON Swedish Ministry Government sven-
olov.ericson@sustainable.
ministry.se 

SE 



 16 

16 Mr Erkki ESKOLA Finnish Ministry Government erkki.eskola@ktm.fi FI 

17 Mr Carlos Alberto FERNÁNDEZ LÓPEZ IDEA Energy Agency carlosfer@idae.es ES 

18 Mr Dag FREDRICHSON SVEBIO Association  SE 

19 Mr Raffaello GAROFALO EBB  Association ebb@ebc-youroffice.com BE 

20 Mr Holger GASSNER RWE AG Utility holger.gassner@rwe.com DE 

21 Dr  Gerold GÖTTLICHER VGB Powertech Utility g.goettlicher@mvv.de DE 

22 Mr João HERÉDIA Permanent Representation of Portugal to the 
EU 

Government  PT 

23 Dr  Richard HIMMER Permanent Representation of the FRG to the 
EU 

Government Wi-Ref-
EU@bruessel.auswaertiges
-amt.de 

DE 

24 Mr Stéphane HIS Institut Français du Petrole Research Org. stephane.his@ifp.fr FR 

25 Mr Sven HOGFORS CEPF Association sven.hogfors@lrf.se SE 

26 Dr Patrick HORSTINK Essent NV Utility Patrick.Horstink@essenttra
ding.com 

NL 

27 Ms Juliette JACQUES AAC Association j.jacques@aac-eu.org BE 

28 Mr Eddie JOHANSSON ENA-Kraft AB Company eddie.Johansson@varmeve
rket.enkoping.se 

SE 

29 Dr  Christophe JURCZAK French Ministry Government Christophe.jurczak@indust
rie.gouv.fr 

FR 

30 Mr  Birger KERCKOW FNR Energy Agency b.kerckow@fnr.de DE 

31 Mr Dietrich KLEIN LAB Research Org. d.klein@bauernverband.net  

32 Mr  Martin KLOZ Czechoslovakian Ministry Government kloz@env.cz CZ 

33 Mr  Jan-Uwe KLÜSSENDORF BASF-AG Company Jan-
Uwe.Kluessendorf@central
-europe.basf.org 

BE 

34 Mr Ivo KUDELKA Ministry of Industry & Trade, Czech 
Republic 

Government kudelka@mpo.cz CZ 



 17 

35 Mr Pekka KUITTO FINBIO Association  FI 

36 Ir Kees KWANT SenterNovem Energy Agency k.kwant@senternovem.nl NL 

37 Ms Alexandra LANGENHELD Ministry, Germany Government Alexandra.Langenheld@b
mu.bund.de 

DE 

38 Mr Jean-François LARIVE CONCAWE Association jeanfrancois.Larive@conca
we.org 

BE 

39 Dr Erik LING Sveaskog Company Erik.Ling@sveaskog.se SE 

40 Ms Paula LLAMAS EUBIA Association paula.llamas@eubia.org BE 

41 Dr  Neil MAYNE Association of Plastics Manufacturers Association NEIL.mayne@plasticseuro
pe.org 

BE 

42 Ms Catherine MONAGHAN Energy Saving Trust, UK Association Catherine.Monaghan@est.
org.uk 

UK 

43 Ms Elina NIKKOLA Finnish Ministry Government elina.nikkola@mmm.fi FI 

44 Mrs Viola NISPEL German Electricity Association Association viola_nispel@vdew.net DE 

45 Dr Milan  ORAVEC Forest Research Institute, Zvolen Research Org. hanuskov@fris.sk SK 

46 Dr Calliope PANOUTSOU CRES Energy Agency ppanouts@cres.gr GR 

47 Miss Isabelle PARENT FEDARENE Association fedarene@fedarene.org BE 

48 Mr  Mihai PAUN EURELECTRIC Association mpaun@eurelectric.org BE 

49 Mr Eloi PIEL EUROHEAT & POWER Association Eloi.piel@euroheat.org BE 

50 Mr Ole Martin RESTAD CEMBUREAU Association o.restad@cembureau.be BE 

51 Dr David RICKEARD ExxonMobil Petroleum Y Chemical Company david.j.rickeard@exxonmo
bil.com 

BE 

52 Dr Ir Yves RYCKMANS Laborelec Utility yves.ryckmans@laborelec.
com 

BE 

53 Dr Gonzalo SÁENZ DE MIERA Iberdrola Renewable Energies Utility gsaenz@iberdrola.es ES 

54 Mr  Oliver SCHAEFER EREC Association schaefer@erec-
renewables.org 

BE 



 18 

55 Ms  Paula SERRANO European Organisation of Sawmills Industry Association Paula.Serrano@cei-
bois.org 

BE 

56 Mr Tomasz SURMA Polish Ministry Government Tomasz.Surma@mg.gov.pl PO 

57 Dr Bjorn TELENIUS External expert Energy Agency Bjorn.Telenius@stem.se SE 

58 Mr  Johan TOLLIN Vattenfall AB Utility johan.tollin@vattenfall.co
m 

SE 

59 Ms Lina UŽŠILAITYTE State Enterprise Energy Agency, Latvia Government l.uzsilaityte@ukmin.lt LIT 

60 Mr  Thierry VEXIAU French Ministry Government thierry.vexiau@equipement
.gouv.fr 

FR 

61 Mr Unico VAN KOOTEN CEWEP Association vankooten@verenigingafva
lbedrijven.nl 

NL 

62 Mr  WIESENTHAL European Environment Association   

63 Mr Kris WŸNENDAELE EPF Association info@europanels.org BE 

64 Mr Stephan ZINGER WWF NGO   

        
 
 



 19

Annex II– Agenda 

 

 
External Stakeholders Group  

Biomass Action Plan 
1st meeting,  

 
4 March 2005 

 
AGENDA 

 
09.30 - 09.45  Welcome and Introduction, Mr. A. Gonzalez-Finat/ K. Maniatis 
 
09.45 - 10.10  The Biomass Action Plan: Why? & initial ideas, Mr. K. Maniatis 
 
10.10 - 10.25  Presentation from DG AGRI, Mr. W. Schulz-Greve 
 
10.25 – 10.40 Presentation from DG ENV, Mr. J. Van de Velde 
 
10.40 - 10.55 Presentation from DG REGIO, Mr. P. Ungar 
 
10.55 – 11.15 Coffee Break 
 
11.15 – 11.30 Presentation from DG ENTR, Mr. J. Wall 
  
11.30 – 11.45 Presentation from DG JRC-IE, Mr. B. Kavalov 
 
11.45 – 12.30 Questions and Discussion 
 
12.30 - 14.00 Lunch 
 
14.00 – 14.05  Issues for discussion on Biomass availability 
 
14.05 – 14.50 Discussion 
 
14.50 – 14.55  Issues for discussion on market barriers for power, heat and CHP 
 
14.55 – 15.40  Discussion 
 
15.40 – 16.00 Coffee Break 
 
16.00 – 16.05  Issues for discussion on market barriers for biofuels for transport  
 
16.05 – 16.50 Discussion 
 
16.50 – 17.00 Conclusions  
 

  


