
Strand Line

Fra:  Postmottak OED
Sendt:  29. august 2008 15:04
Til: Strand Line
Emne:  VS: Høring - Forslag til direktiv om geologisk lagring av CO2
Vedlegg:  Letter 290808.pdf OLJE- OG ENERGIDEPARTEMENTET

Fra:  Froydis.Eldevik@dnv.com [mailto:Froydis.Eldevik@dnv.com]
Sendt:  29. august 2008 14:19
Til: _Postmottak OED
Emne:  Høring - Forslag til direktiv om geologisk lagring av CO2

«Letter 290808.pdf»

Frøydis Eldevik
Principal Consultant
DNV Energy - Cleaner Energy

Fro dis.Eldevik dnv.com
Mob: +47 48 04 86 10

0 /  
DATO SEPT, 2008

AN EKSP.

************************************************************** The contents of this

message and any attachments are confidential and are intended solely for the addressee. If you have
received this transmission in error, please immediately notify the sender by return e-mail and delete this
message and its attachments. Any unauthorized use, copying or dissemination of this transmission is
prohibited. Neither the confidentiality nor the integrity of this message can be vouched for following
transmission on the Internet. **************************************************************

1.



DET NORSKE VERITAS

Ministry  of Petroleum and Energy
Att.
Postboks 8148
0033 Oslo

Your ref.:
200800648

Our ref.:
ECEN0693FRELD080828-1

Corporate Headquarters: Det Norske Veritas AS, 1322 Hovik, Norway - www,dnv.com

Date:
29.08.2008

DET NORSKE VERITAS AS

1322 flewik
Norway
Tel:
Fax:
hap://www,elov,com
NO 945 748 931 MVA

Public Reading  — EU Draft Directive on Geological Storage of CO2
Reference is made to letter from the Ministry of Petroleum and Energy and the Ministry of the
Environment published 14.07.2008, with reference 200800648. Det Norske Veritas (DNV) submits
hereby our view on the proposed directive from the European Commission on geological storage of CO2
(COM/2008/0018 Final).

As a general remark, DNV welcornes this proposal as a necessary step in the effort of establishing the
legal framework for carbon, capture and storage projects.

Ad Commission review of drafi storage permits (Article 10):

DNV questions the role of the Commission in reviewing the draft permits. The main argument for the
review procedure by the Commission of draft storage permits (Article 10), is to secure sufficient
environmental integrity across Europe, and to avoid or reduce risks of distortions on competition. Since
geological storing of CO2 is proposed to be linked to the European Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS) and
the carbon market, the issue of  securing confidence  in and  trust  to a high, overall level of environmental
integrity is of vital importance.

Therefore, the role of an independent third party review of the draft storage permits needs to be
considered. A formal provision in the draft directive for 3 rd party, independent, fit-for-purpose
verification of all phases of storage projects that allows and promotes equal and fair treatment of storage
projects in different EU member states should be considered. Necessary levels of quality and reliability of
3 rd party auditing would be achieved through systems of accreditation and oversight similar to those
applied in the Clean Development Mechanism under the UNFCCC system of approval of projects for
reducing greenhouse gases in Annex II nations.

Independent verification is important for several reasons: 1) demonstrate compliance (EU ETS Directive
requires verification, EU Reporting and monitoring guidelines set objectives, criteria and methods), 2)
avoid loss or liabilities resulting from unjustified gain (over-reporting or underreporting have financial
consequences), 3) fairness in competition, 4) gives a systematic approach, and 5) there is a significant
probability for a public acceptance failure in implementation of CCS in large parts of the EU if regulatory
framework weaknesses implied by lack of 3 rd party independent verification.

As a second opinion, if the Commission continues to have the review role, the role of a third party verifier
of the review done by the Commission needs to be considered.

Ad changes, review, update and withdrawal of storage permits (Article 11):

Floci ngsbrev ORD 290808. doc



DET NORSKE VER1TAS

Under the proposal, no substantial changes and updates of storage permits does qualify for a second
review. DNV questions whether this is sufficient for the carbon market in order to secure necessary trust
in geological storage projects.

Ad threshold for a demonstration storage project:

We believe that a higher threshold for a demonstration storage project would provide a more optimal
increase in building necessary storage knowledge and industrial competence, because it would allow for
larger demonstration capture plants that more closely represent the operational challenges that dominate
the CCS technology uncertainty. An additional benefit is that sites that are chosen for demonstration
purposes might be more likely candidates for larger scale storage at a later phase if they are chosen on the
basis of a larger demonstration maximum. We propose that the maximum for a single demonstration
project be increased to 500 kilotons total onshore, and maximum 2 mill tons offshore. An additional
safeguard could be to limit the total scope of demonstration projects based on fossil-fuel processes in the
EU area to 10 million tons stored CO2 by 2020, perhaps applying some demonstration total caps on
individual EU member states. This could potentially accelerate interest in developing CCS by promoting
"fast adapters".

Ad definition of "leakage":

There is not enough description and definition of "leakage". This is critical because confirmed leakage is
grounds for cancelling a storage permit, which is the main form of punishment for failed storage. The
issue of leakage should be given its own chapter with a medium-to-high level of technical discussion on
detection methods, limits and predictions.

Specific comments:

Annex I:

Step 1 (b) should also mention the emphasis on predicting the movement of reservoir brine displaced by
injected CO2 as related to hydrogeology models of the site.

Step 1 (e) should include in parenthesis after fracture pressure, fault reactivation and fault valving.

Step 3.1 (b) is unclear what is intended to be performed in the context of "security characterisation". We
interpret the intention to be a post-modelling uncertainty analysis in which parameter interaction is
expressed in the language of mathematical correlation.

Step 3.1 (e) "solution velocity" should be "dissolution rate"

Step 3.1 (p) "Fracture sealing rates" is not a known, recognised technical term. A fracture can be filled
with mineral-saturated fluids that can change phase to solid minerals over geologie time by geochemical
reactions at depth. But these processes take millions of years and are not relevant for the time frame of
storage (1000-10000 years).
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