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Dear Mr. Thorgeirsson, 

 

 

I am writing to you on behalf of the International Emissions Trading Association 

(IETA) to provide in accordance with decision FCCC/KP/CMP/2006/L.8 input on the 

inclusion of Carbon Capture Storage (CCS) as a CDM project activity. We would like to 

highlight that this submission only discusses CO2 storage in subsurface geological 

formation. 

 

1. Background 

At COP/MOP2 inputs from Parties and an assessment by the CDM EB were 

provided, however, no final recommendation regarding the inclusion of CCS into the 

CDM was given. In general, there was a strong feeling that a number of outstanding 

issues relating to the technology still required assessments. Parties and NGOs were 

invited to submit their comments on the following issues by 31 May 2007: 

 

a) Long-term physical leakage levels of risks and uncertainty;  

b) Project boundary issues and projects involving more than one country  

c) Long-term responsibility for monitoring the reservoir and any remediation 

measures after the crediting period;  

d) Long-term liability for storage sites; 

e) Accounting options for any long-term seepage from reservoirs; 
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f) Criteria and steps for the selection of suitable storage sites  

g) Potential leakage paths and site characteristics and monitoring methodologies for 

physical leakage from the storage site and related infrastructure for example, 

transportation;  

h) Operation of reservoirs, dynamics of carbon dioxide distribution within the 

reservoir and remediation issues;  

i) Any other relevant matters, including environmental impacts; 

 

IETA would like to point out that in regards to the specific issues mentioned in 

FCCC/KP/CMP/2006/ L.8, significant global advances in terms of thinking, intentions, 

decisions, and scientific knowledge related to CCS as a mitigation tool have been made 

during the past year. It is also important to highlight that there is increasing consensus 

regarding the threat of climate change as such. Compared to the situation in February of 

last year when IETA offered its comments in advance of SBSTA and the May 2006 

workshop on CCS some key milestones have been reached and decisions made that put 

many of the issues in the debate about CCS as a CDM or JI project activity into a 

different and perhaps simpler context going forward into 2008.  

IETA has found it relevant to summarize some of those advancements and to 

comment briefly on some aspects of the key decisions and actions needed to ensure that 

CCS can be safely and timely deployed globally as a mitigation method.  

 

2. Some key events and milestones since February 2007 

The following actions and events have an effect on the general position and priority 

of CCS as a significant mitigation method in the overall battle against increasing 

emission levels anticipated for coming decades. They also have an effect on the opinions 

of stakeholders and the public in general as the need for large scale methods and the 

relative safety and environmental integrity of CCS technologies becomes better 
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understood. The list below is not complete but illustrates the rapid development on the 

political as well as scientific arena since February last year. 

 

Developments political and regulatory issues: 

• The EU Commission has started a process to develop framework regulations on 

CCS with the aim to make decision in 2008 taking the IPCC 2006 Guidelines as a 

starting point. 

• In parallel there will also be made amendments to EU Emission Trading Directive 

to acknowledge CCS and to provide incentives for storing of CO2 in geological 

formations. 

• Legislative processes is under way in the EU Member States Australia, USA and 

Canada to regulate the permitting, risk management, monitoring and 

decommissioning of CCS and research programmes have been put in potion to 

support the pending regulatory process. 

• The EU commission publicly announced that at least 12-15 major installations 

should be operating with CO2 capture and storage by 2015. This indicates the 

Commissions conviction, based on its extensive research programmes, that if 

there are still any unresolved issues related to the safe and permanent storage of 

CO2 then they will be resolved prior to or during the development of those initial 

installations. 

• The UK and Norwegian Governments have agreed on a Ministerial level to work 

together to facilitate early deployment of CCS and have appointed a Task Force to 

analyze all potential barriers and propose actions to remove them. 

• The European Union, and in particular some Member States and other European 

countries have during the past year set very bold emission reduction targets for 

the period up to 2020 -2030. These targets can only be reached through CCS on a 

large scale and combined with reduction units on the international market. 
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• The EU Commission continues to focus on carbon capture and storage in its 

Research Programmes with several new initiatives announced in the 7
th

 

framework programmes. 

• Modifications to the London Convention have been agreed in order to remove 

unnecessary potential barriers.  The Oslo-Paris Convention (OSPAR) is also 

taking similar steps. These include removal of obstacles which impede potential 

deployment of CCS, and also the development of risk management frameworks. 

• In Norway a new industry CCS activities will be put in operation, piping the CO2 

stripped from the natural gas stream back for injection into a sub sea geological 

formation. The petroleum law is the legal basis for permitting and the CO2 stored 

will not be regarded as emitted neither in for the company nor in Norway’s 

national inventories – like the Sleipner field operated at the North Sea continental 

Shelf since 1996. 

 

Developments on methodological and technical issues: 

• The 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories considers 

Carbon Dioxide Transport, Injection and Geological Storage fundamentals in a 

way that addresses all the central technical and carbon accounting related issues.  

The process outlined therein sets a de facto blue-print for project approvals. 

Approval of the guidelines could allow for the trading of assigned amount units 

under Art 17 of the Protocol from CCS projects commencing prior to 2012; 

• The IEA Greenhouse Gas R&D Programme has taken numerous actions to 

facilitate development of methods that will serve as international basis for safe 

and environmentally sound deployment of CCS. 

• The European Technology Platform on Zero Emission Fossil Fuel Power Plants 

(ZEP) – a large “Public / Private initiative - has brought together all available 

European expertise to develop strategies for development and deployment of CCS 

technologies 
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• In North America there is significant experience with transport, injection and 

storage. Large research programmes continue to run, financed on federal and 

state/province levels. 

 

The purpose of pointing out those examples of actions and events is to illustrate 

a) The recognition of carbon capture and storage as a significant mitigation method 

and the urgency that is generally felt to start deploying it as soon as possible 

b) That to the extent that there are still open or not fully answered questions such as 

those we have been invited to provide information on, there is enough confidence 

that full and satisfactory answers will be found that the process of widespread 

deployment would be soon underway. 

It would seem to make sense to also accelerate the preparations of deploying these 

solutions also outside the EU and North America through using the CDM and JI as an 

enabler- both in terms of financial incentives and its direct and indirect regulatory 

influence. CDM provides a potential pathway to rapidly transfer technological know-

how to Non-Annex I countries on fast growing emissions trajectories. 

 

3. Some key issues in debates and opinions. 

CCS has gradually gained high acceptance among various stakeholder groups as a 

necessary and environmentally sound mitigation method – at least in the geographic areas 

where surveys have been done - see Stakeholder Perceptions of CO2Capture and Storage 

in Europe: Results from the EU-funded ACCSEPT Survey for more information
1
. There 

is however still a debate on some issues related to its large scale deployment. Recently 

this debate is focusing primarily on the following three key areas: 

1) Will the large scale introduction of CCS in Annex 1 and Non-Annex 1 lead to 

CCS being in competition with the development of renewables or, as intended, a 

                                                 
1
 Deliverable D3.1 from ACCSEPT – Main Report, funded by EC 6 Framework Programme, April 2007 
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necessary bridge until renewables have reached maturity and volumes needed to 

satisfy global energy needs? 

2) Will risks of seepage and other undesired events be controllable -maintaining 

the insignificant levels presently predicted by scientific studies? 

 

Comments on those two items: 

The current mechanisms are designed to meet the demand that follows from the 

existing caps under the Kyoto Protocol. Regarding the post 2012 period the EU and its 

Member States have over the last month expressed even more ambitious targets of 

reducing emission by 20% to 30% by 2020 (the Royal Commission of the UK even 

suggesting a 60% reduction in CO2emissions by 2050). For the long term scenarios for 

potential pathways to emissions reductions of the magnitude needed - developed by 

among others IEA and WBCSD - it becomes clear that carbon capture and storage (and 

possibly further development of nuclear power) is a necessary bridge between the present 

situation and a future scenario based on renewable energy sources.  

The ambitious targets for rapid reduction over the next couple of decades set an 

increasing number of countries, Germany as an example, combine significant increase in 

renewable targets with requirements to capture CO2 from fossil power generation.  The 

balance between investments and incentives will need to be made by each of the 

countries, taking into account the fact that both the renewables and the capture and 

storage targets are ambitious. In reality, that means that the financing and incentives for 

the combination of those two will compete with other sectors and needs in the economy 

rather than with each other. 

For some of those countries, a large part of the reduction can and will be done in the 

country itself, for others, Norway as an example, the ambitious targets cannot be reached 

with local actions alone even with large investments in both renewables and carbon 

capture and storage which means that CDM and JI on a large scale are needed and should 

be sought in a balance between sustainable forms of renewable energy and carbon 



    
 

 

 7

capture and storage in suitable host countries, inevitably bringing technology transfer 

with it to the benefit in all directions. 

IETA finds that both renewable energies and CCS are necessary to fight the threat 

imposed by climate change. However, the crucial aspect of the Kyoto mechanisms is that 

being market based, market participants will choose the most cost effective mitigation 

strategies. In that sense cheaper mitigation technologies might grow more rapidly at the 

cost of others. IETA acknowledges the debate that CCS might have a negative impact on 

employment of renewables, but as a promoter of market based instrument does not see 

this as a hindrance to introduce CCS into market based mechanisms. The overall goal of 

the framework being to achieve GHG reductions at lowest possible costs, while 

facilitating technology transfer and promoting sustainable development will be attained.  

Furthermore, significant growth of energy sources is needed to supply future energy 

needs of many countries, so there is room from all energy sources to grow, with CCS and 

with renewables. 

The risks of seepage are considered controllable on an insignificant level provided 

appropriate site selection and management. The amount of preparations underway in this 

area should ensure that this is not a matter of concern in a global sense. 

 

4. Specific issues related to CCS as CDM, including those in FCCC/KP/CMP/2006/ 

L.8 

4.1 Key Issues to consider for including CCS in CDM Project Activities 

As outlined in details in IETA’s submission in 2006 there are a number of key aspects 

that have to be taken into account when considering CCS projects as CDM activities. 

These issues highlight the importance of CCS and its contribution to global mitigation 

strategies. We will only stress once more those aspects that are most crucial. It should be 

noted that during the year of 2006 and in 2007 a vast amount of work has been done to 

resolve many of the open issues and references are made to several reports published in 

the meantime.  
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The most important of those is Chapter 5 in the IPCC Guidelines on National 

Inventories
2
 as the guidance given is directly applicable to CDM project issues. 

Documentation from several R&D Projects by IEA and other international bodies as well 

as in the EU and elsewhere has also contributed significantly to the understanding of 

many of the issues addressed:   

• CCS is one of the range of options that have the potential to reduce overall 

mitigation costs and increase flexibility in achieving significant reductions in 

global GHG emissions; 

• CCS projects are large in nature and offer the potential to mitigate millions of 

tonnes of CO2 emissions;  

• As highlighted by the IPCC observations and models suggest that the fraction [of 

stored CO2] retained in appropriately selected and managed geological reservoirs 

is very likely to exceed 99% over 100 years and likely to exceed 99% over  1000 

years. Also with appropriate site selection the local health, safety and 

environment risks of geological storage would be comparable to the risks of 

current activities such as natural gas storage, enhanced oil recovery (EOR) and 

deep underground disposal of acid gas
3
; 

• Local and global risks must be fully taken into account during project 

development, approval, operation, decommissioning and longer-term stewardship; 

• An approval mechanism for CCS projects must incorporate the necessary 

assurances over site selection, permanence, monitoring, remediation and 

allocation of liability for any third party damage and remediation in the event of 

seepage emissions. Such a process can be developed within the context of the 

current framework for CDM project approvals (host country approval, validation, 

EB approval etc.). The IPCC Guidelines give a general framework on this. More 

practical guidelines and condensation on best practices is evolving from several 

EU Projects and initiative has been taken by the Norwegian Government and 

                                                 
2
 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories Volume 2, 

3
 The IPCC SRCCS Summary for Policymakers, pg. 11. 
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DNV to develop Recommended Practices for Qualification of storage sites 

expected to be available mid 2008. 

• Issues related to project boundaries, leakage and permanence can be resolved such 

that CCS projects could be realized within the CDM framework (as discussed 

below). 

 

4.2 Project Boundary Issues 

As already highlighted in IETA’s submission last year in the case of CCS it is crucial 

that the boundaries for a CCS project in the CDM includes the full range of operations 

taking place across the CCS chain, meaning from the capture of CO2, to its transport and 

injection, to finally its geological storage. The same has been stressed by the IPCC in 

their latest report as part of their recommendations regarding Reporting and 

Documentation of emissions from CCS activities
4
. Project boundaries should extend to 

the edge of the injected CO2 plume in the subsurface, and also the region around the 

plume for the purpose of monitoring.  

Components that should be included in the project boundary are
5
: 

• Above ground installations; 

• Wells; 

• Sub-surface storage formations or “storage complex”; 

• Zones surrounding the sub-surface storage formations where the areal extent 

and “separation distance” takes into account other users’ activities e.g.: 

o Oil & gas fields 

o Deep mines 

o Activities in the “hydrosphere” such as 

o Gravel extraction; 

o Potable/agricultural water extraction; 

o Land-fill etc; 

                                                 
4
 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories Volume 2, section 5.10 

5
 ERM, Carbon Dioxide Capture and Storage in the Clean Development Mechanism, April 2007 



    
 

 

 10

• Emissions associated with enhanced hydrocarbon recovery using CO2 (CO2-

EHR). 

 

Emission Reductions from a CCS project should represent CO2 emissions “avoided”, 

not CO2 “captured” or “stored”, taking into account the most appropriate Baseline 

relevant to project-specific situations. Project Emissions should include fugitive and 

indirect emissions (from imported grid electricity) across the full CCS chain, and any 

seepage back to the atmosphere from the storage site during the crediting period
6
. 

 

4.3 Leakages Issues 

No new issues have been raised in relation to leakage (in the context of the Modalities 

and Procedures for a CDM project) presented by CCS as a CDM project activity. 

Physical leakage from storage sites is considered under Permanence below. Where CO2 

is being stored as part of an EOR operation, this will lead to incremental oil production to 

be used outside the project boundary. Any incremental oil production from Enhanced Oil 

Recovery (EOR) in conjunction with CCS is considered to be too small to create 

additional demand for oil and petroleum products. Similar issues are raised by gas flaring 

projects, which have been successfully handled within the CDM. 

 

4.4 Permanence and Liability Issues 

The handling of permanence in CCS operations is a critical factor in maintaining the 

environmental integrity of the CDM and international emissions trading. The IPCC 

Guidelines
7
 have a systematic overview of potential seepage pathways.  If seepage of 

CO2 occurs during the crediting period, these emissions can be monitored and reported as 

Project Emissions, and accounted for by deducting the amount from the project Baseline 

for that year. If seepage from the storage reservoir occurs after the crediting period, then 

                                                 
6
 Including “ breakthrough” CO2 in CCS EOR operations. Seepage emissions is used to describe physical 

leakage from CO2 storage sites 
7
  2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories Volume 2, 
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liability for the emissions needs to be effectively managed in order to maintain the 

environmental integrity of the CDM. 

Seepage of emissions beyond the crediting period could be managed within the CDM 

by either: 

 

a) Creating longer-term liability for project developers/operators to buy GHG 

compliance units such as CERs in the event of seepage emissions as part of a 

CCS project approvals process (e.g. a permitting/licensing regime for CO2 

storage operations); or, 

b) Applying a default or discount factor to account for future seepage emissions so 

that either a portion of CERs are not issued, a portion are set aside in a credit 

reserve, or a portion of the revenue from CERs sales is set aside in a contingency 

fund. This could serve to essentially cap liability for all actors in the market at the 

chosen default or discount rate. 

Whichever the approach, the most important consideration is that the structure of 

liability provisions needs to be practical and predictable for both project developers and 

the wider GHG market. 

Furthermore, the process for establishing the mechanism for managing contingent 

liability could either be: 

• established multilaterally via a standardized CDM approach for all projects within 

an approved CDM methodology. This may need to be in the form of guiding 

principle rather than prescriptive approaches, taking into consideration the 

difficulties in developing generic factors (e.g. the scientific challenges presented 

in trying to establish generic discount or default factors for CCS projects
8
); or, 

                                                 
8
 The IPCC SRCCS highlights that: “Today, no standard methodology prescribes how a site must be 

characterized. Instead, selections about site characterization data will be made on a site-specific basis, 

choosing those data sets that will be most valuable in the particular geological setting.” IPCC SRCCS, 

Chapter 5, Section 5.4.1.1, pg. 225. 
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• negotiated bilaterally with the host country regulator prior to project approval via 

the Environmental Impact Assessment part of a CDM Project Design Document, 

which should form part of the overall storage site permitting/licensing 

requirements. In practice, this could take the form of an agreed de facto default 

factor where CERs are set aside in a credit reserve, a share of the proceeds of 

CER sales are placed in a ring-fenced contingency fund, or by insurance providers 

pooling risk across a portfolio of projects. 

 

In the context of the bilateral negotiation process, national governments may adopt a 

mandatory requirement for the undertaking of an Environmental Impact Assessment 

(EIA) for CCS projects - including CCS projects in the CDM. In its last submission IETA 

already pointed out the key aspects that would have to be included in such an EIA and 

called for guidelines by the EB including reference to best practice principles for site 

selection, operation, monitoring, longer-term stewardship and remediation in order to 

ensure robustness of such a process 
9
.  

 

5. Conclusions and Recommendations 

The ongoing discussions, which have been summarized above underline that CCS 

forms an important mitigation mechanism that, due to its potentials, should not be left out 

in the global fight against climate change. Besides its potential to reduce CO2 emission it 

has considerable value in terms of promoting sustainable development by making energy 

available in a way that is not affecting the climate.  

The issues raised above also emphasize that CCS is a mitigation approach that has to 

be well understood. IETA is, however, convinced that sufficient knowledge has been 

gained by the various institutions involved in this discussion to allow for CCS projects to 

be registered as CDM or JI project on a case-by-case basis. The remaining task is to 

                                                 
9
 See IETA submission to UNFCCC Secretariat from 7 February 2007. A useful guide to the types of 

principles that could be developed have been produced for CCS in the EU ETS. See UK DTI Report R277: 

Developing Monitoring Reporting and Verification Guidelines for CO2 Capture and Storage in the EU 

ETS. 



    
 

 

 13

transfer the knowledge and experience base to a format appropriate for the policymakers 

and regulators. IETA is confident that the Meth Panel and Executive Board supported by 

appropriate expertise will find the documentation needed to examine CCS project and 

determine methodologies and guidelines for approval as CDM projects. 

Most of the below given recommendations also apply to JI project activities and 

should not be seen as exclusively referring to CDM: 

• CCS should be adopted into the CDM framework as soon as possible for the 

benefit of rapid deployment of it as a promising mitigation method and a unique 

opportunity for willing and qualified Non-Annex 1 countries to participate as 

early movers.  

• In order to allow for an inclusion that is in line with the CDM principles, e.g. 

environmental integrity and host countries’ verification of contributions to 

sustainable development, it is essential to focus on capacity building in host 

countries that are choosing to come forward to host CCS projects. 

• The current regulatory developments in the European Union regarding the 

inclusion of CCS into the ETS can provide the COP/MOP and the CDM EB with 

a reference point on how to incorporate CCS into the project based mechanisms. 

Similar standards for reporting, monitoring and verification should ensure that the 

CERs generated by CDM CCS projects can be imported in the EU ETS without 

problems via the existing linking mechanisms. 

• Engage in building global liability solutions that work in a balanced way between 

different groups of countries to effectively address the issues outlined in section 

4.4. 
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We hope that the above comments and highlights of important developments will be 

valuable input to your further work and that you will consider our comments positively. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

Andrei Marcu 

President 

 

 


