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A carbon riddle that is in need of political answers

The EU needs to assert
member states’ right to set
tough standards on power
plants, writes James
Thornton

he EIT's well broadcast
ambition is to decarbonise its
energy sector. B“u'tatthe
same time as it is
H:mgunl,ﬂmEU'ammber
states are tubmHaluge
number of coal - power stations: G0
are on the board or are
drevwing beeing

In theory, the EUI may eventually have
the technology needed touse all this
reduction 5, &5 carbom emissions can
be and stored.

But the probability of that happening
under current conditions is not high.
Omly some of those 60 power plants will
be ‘carbon capture-ready’, and there is no

guarantes that those that will be ‘ready”
will ever be fitted with carbom capture
[ndeed,theremdmbt\lﬂ:eﬂluan}r
will be retrofitted. The ElT=
states may have boosted the
furﬂL'Stechnnlng.r
this month to set aside roughhy
i but the roll-out of CCS will
on the price set on carbon in the
ElTs emission scheme (ETS).
Projections suggest that the price it sets

for carbon will remain too low to
COMVInCe to go to the effort of
fitting CCS A

This is bad for CCS 5, but
it also complicates the political
of meeting clima ohjectives:
the addition of & e mumber of coal-

scheme may make it more
for politicians to tighten the
emissions cap in this lax scheme,
It i= clear that additional messures are
needed to sapplement the ETS, the Ell's

main means of controlling industry's

emissions of carbom. That is why a
nnmhﬂ'ufmunh'ieuue i
emammperﬁurmmmd‘.mﬂardaiur
individual stations.
Tlnamlgﬁl:!er-.unmnhuvmdm,
under the & directive, it is the
prerogative of member states to stipulate
standards that new power stations mnst
meet to secure permission for
construction (so governments can, for
example, demand CCS technology).
But conmntries that want to set
emissions standards for power plants are
ing into ditimalties. The source of
mmiamamendmmtmmiem

H:ue ated pollution tiom and

[PPC) directive when the ETS
dnam\reminhn&lmdinm This,
the Commission angues, bars

trading scheme directive falls under the
environment chapter of the treaty, and
the Treaty on the Fonctioning of the EU

entitles member states to introduce
natiomal measures more stringent than
those set at the ELT level.

A number of member states share that
imterpretation of EIT law. But the
Couneil of Ministers the Enropean
Parliament will have a chance to remove
anyone elseE doubts this month when
they debate the second reading of the
mdustrial emissions directive, which
inchdes a version of the ]PPCdrednre.

This is an opportunity to make it cear
that member states can set more
siringent mles if they choose, Progressive
member states should not be kept in
lock-step with other member states,

S]IH::EthEEUIEI]].EiEEﬂ.ﬁ‘DmﬂlEWB
climate change talks in Copenhagen
without the substantive reslt it sought
and has not set itself a tougher emissions
target, the case for progressive member
states to exercise their antonomy has
only increasad.
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