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1) Impact Assessment Board Opinion 

(A) Context 

The initiative follows from earlier Commission work (the January energy/green house gases 
package, communication on sustainable fuels, etc) aimed at reconciling climate change policy 
and the need for energy supply security. Currently, under the EU Emission Trading Scheme, as 
well as under other existing legislation, carbon capture and storage (CCS) is not allowed. This 
initiative will be complemented by a Commission Communication on CCS demonstration 
projects. 

(B) Positive aspects 

For the analysis of the impacts the report applies an appropriate methodology, although some of 
its elements need further clarification (see below). The IA also contains a good overview of 
existing legislation and analysis of its limits. 

(C) Main recommendations for improvements 

The recommendations below are listed in order of descending importance. Some more technical comments have 
been transmitted directly to the author DG. 

General recommendation: The range of options considered needs to be broadened; other 
instruments such as subsidies should also be analysed. The uncertainty attached to 
forecasts must be made clear. Interaction with policies on renewable energy sources, 
impact on fuel consumption mix, and demand for CCS technology outside the EU need to 
be explained, as well as a number of issues relating to the impacts of the measures being 
analysed. 
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Specific recommendations: 

(1) The market failure the initiative is supposed to address needs to be better explained. 
The IA report contains an analysis of the market barriers that CCS technology currently faces. 
However, the market failure within the context of the overall market-based ETS approach that 
would require public intervention (e.g. the difference in positive environmental externalities over 
and above other alternatives, the exceptional technology barrier compared to alternatives, or 
potential insecurity of energy supply) needs to be better demonstrated. 

(2) The range of policy options needs to be widened. There are other options than simply 
bringing CCS under current legislation or making it mandatory; for instance using alternative 
instruments, such as subsidies, to compensate for market failure. The IA report should assess to 
what extent such alternative measures would accelerate the technology development and market 
penetration, and what should be the scale and time frame of such public investment. 

(3) The uncertainty of impacts must be described. There is a large degree of uncertainty about 
many of the key aspects of deployment, including technology performance and costs, carbon 
prices and other factors affecting the future energy mix. Yet, results from modelling are presented 
without ranges, in a way that is likely to be wrongly taken as an accurate forecast of outcomes. 
The uncertainty surrounding assumptions in the model and hence outcomes must be clearly 
shown. r . 

(4) The relation to renewable energy sources deserves further analysis. The IA report Should 
discuss to what extent the RES and CCS technology are likely to be substitutes for each other, 
and how the 20% RES target in 2020 impacts the CCS uptake. It also needs to be explained 
whether a wide use of CCS may result in prolonged reliance on fossil fuels, thus delaying spread 
oftheRES. . ..-

(5) Social impacts in regional context should be assessed. Taking into account the high 
geographic concentration of the coal industry, as well as likely concentration of storing facilities, 
the regional implications for health and employment must be better explained in the IA report. 

(6) Legal aspects deserve clarification. The IA report needs to explain how the access to CCS 
infrastructure in the EU will be ensured in a non-discriminatory way. Furthermore, the link to 
environmental liability should be better articulated. 

(7) A forecast for future global market demand for CCS could be added. The IA report 
should be more exphcit about the potential demand for CCS technology in fast growing fossil 
fuel intensive economies, such as China and India. A brief discussion on competitiveness aspects 
of European CCS producers could be added. 

(8) Some elements of impact analysis need to be clarified. Both costs and (environmental) 
benefits could be monetised (to the extent this is feasible) for an easier comparison. It needs to be 
clarified whether the reported costs include all elements (capture, transport and storage) and what 
discount rates have been applied. 

(D) Procedure and presentation 

The IA report is well written. It exceeds 30 pages, the limit provided in the IA Guidelines, but 
given the scope of the proposal and the impacts, this can be accepted. All other requirements 
seem to be complied with. 
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