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Shell’s response to the open public consultation on FuelEU Maritime – Green Maritime Space Initiative
Shell welcomes the EU’s Green Deal and supports the target to achieve climate neutrality in the EU by
2050. For this to happen, industry needs clear goals and predictable policies to provide the business case
for investment. Therefore, Shell supports the European Climate Law’s role in making it a legislative
requirement to have pathways to net-zero emissions (NZE) for key sectors, including the maritime sector.
To deliver NZE in shipping by 2050 in the EU there is a need to accelerate the deployment of low carbon
technologies and investments in this sector. The FuelEU Maritime initiative is a first concrete step from
the EU in this direction. Shell believes that a sectoral policy framework will be required to set clear goals
and obligations for different actors in the sector. The framework will need to consist of a set of
complementary measures to accelerate and synchronise demand and supply of lower carbon energies
and provide the necessary infrastructure. It will need to address the following key challenges:
•

•

•

Global nature of industry. Ship and fleet owners and operators are spread across many
jurisdictions and so for policy to be most effective it should be enforced across all jurisdictions
and vessels. The EU can play a key role in leading the way with a comprehensive policy framework
and should influence global policies to ensure economic sustainability.
Long-life, capital intensive assets and undercapitalisation. New deep-sea vessels cost several
hundred million each to build and new cruise ships up to $1billion. These ships have a commercial
life of 20-30 years and so there is a slow turnover of the fleet, which in turn slows down
penetration of new (non-drop-in) fuels and powertrains. Ship owners want predictability and a
level playing field. Technology risks tend to inhibit early adoption.
The pathway to achieve NZE in shipping is not yet agreed. Currently there is no scalable zerocarbon drop-in fuel option, i.e. synthetic fuels based on direct air capture or advanced biofuels
that can be used on existing vessels, and no consensus on a final technology and fuel mix that is
needed to deliver zero-emission shipping. A wide range of destination zero-carbon fuel and
power train options are being developed including hydrogen-based routes (liquid hydrogen,
ammonia, methanol), methane options (bio- or synthetic LNG) and drop-in liquid bio- or synthetic
fuels. None of them are technically ready today and all are cost disadvantaged compared to
today’s internal combustion engines and bunker fuels. Ready today lower carbon fuels (LNG and
FAME based bio-bunker blends) are being offered as a transition step. Any new fuel will need a
new bunkering and supply infrastructure in many ports around the world.

Shell believes that to shift the international deep-sea shipping sector to decarbonisation, several likely
features of the sector’s transition can already be assumed:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

The pathway will start with ready today energy efficiency measures.
Fuels cells are a potential gamechanger enabling the use of zero-carbon fuels at high efficiency.
The sector will eventually converge around a hydrogen-based fuel needed for the scale of supply.
The hydrogen choice will likely be between liquid hydrogen and ammonia.
LNG significantly reduces air emissions compared to fossil fuel and contributes to the reduction
of GHG emissions, thus from an environmental footprint is the preferred fuel option today. It will
continue to have at least a 25-year window to contribute as a result of the late start and slow
fleet turnover to zero emission ships.
6. There will be a role during the transition for liquid and gaseous biofuels for the legacy fleet.
Internationally trading vessels contribute over between 70%-85%1 of global shipping emissions, and most
cargo vessel are deployed globally, it is therefore critical that global shipping is set on a clear trajectory
to reduce emissions via mandatory measures adopted by the IMO.

1 MEPC 75/7/15 Reduction of GHG emissions from ships, Fourth IMO GHG Study 2020 – Final Report, 2020

The EU should take a decisive role in driving IMO policies and enabling international deep-sea shipping
decarbonisation by:
•

•

•

•

•

Driving development at IMO: The revised IMO Strategy due in 2023 should call for a more
ambitious target of net zero carbon emissions in 2050. Short term goal-based measures
addressing both design (the IMO Energy Efficiency Design Index (EEDI)) and Energy Efficiency
Existing Ship Index (EEXI)) and operational (Carbon Intensity Index (CII)) indices should all apply
to the existing fleet. As the EEDI/EEXI is more advanced, it should be adopted as soon as possible
and not be delayed by the finalisation of the CII measure.
Market based measures (MBM): Introduce a price on emissions in the shipping sector and utilize
the revenue to fund R&D and pilot schemes to decarbonise the sector, as well as funding
infrastructure/bunkering at ports. Preferably this should be at a global level. There is an
opportunity for EU Member States to lead efforts at IMO level for a global system. With respect
to the EU proposals to include international maritime into the EU ETS, Shell supports a standalone
ETS for international maritime as an alternative to an EU ETS extension. In the event a global
MBM is implemented it will be easier to phase out a standalone ETS rather than having to carve
out international maritime from the existing EU ETS. In case of a standalone ETS, Shell
recommends allowing limited carbon credits for international maritime as compliance pathway
against the ETS obligations to reduce the cost of compliance whilst maintaining a robust carbon
price.
Research, development and deployment (RD&D) for low- and zero-carbon solutions in
shipping: in the absence of proven pathways to low- and zero-emission shipping, significant
effort is required to develop and prove new technologies in an industry which in the face of slow
vessel turnover and high CAPEX is reluctant to take risks by deploying untested technologies.
Existing and emerging EU RD&D funding mechanisms (such as the Clean H2 Partnership) should
support the required technologies such as fuel cells for energy conversion, on board integration,
(fuel systems, tanks, optimising energy use), port infrastructure (storage, bunkering) and develop
uniform port standards to enable the use of the new fuels. If the EU decides to set up a separate
EU ETS for shipping, any income from a shipping ETS fund should be used to set up a dedicated
fund to support RD&D in low- and zero- carbon solutions for shipping in addition to the existing
funding schemes.
Support for lower carbon options today: policy should encourage the use of lower carbon fuels
available today, specifically LNG and drop-in biofuels (liquid and gas) as the widespread uptake
of zero carbon fuels in new vessels is at least a decade away.
Ports as a catalyst for change: provision of onshore power supply (OPS) is being often mentioned
as a key policy option to reduce GHG emissions and improve air quality in ports. However, OSP
faces significant barriers with regards to the necessary investment to build the required zero
emission supply chain in ports and on-board vessels. OSP should therefore be limited to shipping
sectors and locations where there are clear advantages and should compete with other options
for funding in preference of making it mandatory for all vessels. Ports should consider all options
to reduce emissions, specifically just in time arrival and increasing port efficiency may present
significant emissions reduction opportunities at lower investment costs. Incentives such as
reduced port fees may also prove further encouragement to build lower emission vessels.

Definitions and cautionary note of the New Sketch: A Climate Neutral EU by 2050
This document contains data and analysis from Shell’s Sky scenario. Unlike Shell’s previously published
Mountains and Oceans exploratory scenarios, the Sky scenario is based on the assumption that society
reaches the Paris Agreement’s goal of holding the rise in global average temperatures this century to well
below two degrees Celsius (2°C) above pre-industrial levels. Unlike Shell’s Mountains and Oceans
scenarios, which unfolded in an open-ended way based upon plausible assumptions and quantifications,
the Sky scenario was specifically designed to reach the Paris Agreement’s goal in a technically possible
manner. These scenarios are a part of an ongoing process used in Shell for over 40 years to challenge
executives’ perspectives on the future business environment. They are designed to stretch management
to consider even events that may only be remotely possible. Scenarios, therefore, are not intended to be
predictions of likely future events or outcomes.
Additionally, it is important to note that as of 10th September 2020, Shell’s operating plans and budgets
do not reflect Shell’s net-zero emissions ambition. Shell’s aim is that, in the future, its operating plans
and budgets will change to reflect this movement towards its new net-zero emissions ambition. However,
these plans and budgets need to be in step with the movement towards a net-zero emissions economy
within society and among Shell’s customers.
Also, in this document we may refer to “Shell’s Net Carbon Footprint”, which includes Shell’s carbon
emissions from the production of our energy products, our suppliers’ carbon emissions in supplying
energy for that production and our customers’ carbon emissions associated with their use of the energy
products we sell. Shell only controls its own emissions but, to support society in achieving the Paris
Agreement goals, we aim to help and influence such suppliers and consumers to likewise lower their
emissions. The use of the terminology “Shell’s Net Carbon Footprint” is for convenience only and not
intended to suggest these emissions are those of Shell or its subsidiaries.
The companies in which Royal Dutch Shell plc directly and indirectly owns investments are separate legal
entities. In this document “Shell”, “Shell group” and “Royal Dutch Shell” are sometimes used for
convenience where references are made to Royal Dutch Shell plc and its subsidiaries in general. Likewise,
the words “we”, “us” and “our” are also used to refer to Royal Dutch Shell plc and its subsidiaries in
general or to those who work for them. These terms are also used where no useful purpose is served by
identifying the particular entity or entities. ‘‘Subsidiaries’’, “Shell subsidiaries” and “Shell companies” as
used in this presentation refer to entities over which Royal Dutch Shell plc either directly or indirectly has
control. Entities and unincorporated arrangements over which Shell has joint control are generally
referred to as “joint ventures” and “joint operations”, respectively. Entities over which Shell has
significant influence but neither control nor joint control are referred to as “associates”. The term “Shell
interest” is used for convenience to indicate the direct and/or indirect ownership interest held by Shell
in an entity or unincorporated joint arrangement, after exclusion of all third-party interest.
This document contains forward-looking statements (within the meaning of the U.S. Private Securities
Litigation Reform Act of 1995) concerning the financial condition, results of operations and businesses of
Royal Dutch Shell. All statements other than statements of historical fact are, or may be deemed to be,
forward-looking statements. Forward-looking statements are statements of future expectations that are
based on management’s current expectations and assumptions and involve known and unknown risks
and uncertainties that could cause actual results, performance or events to differ materially from those
expressed or implied in these statements. Forward-looking statements include, among other things,
statements concerning the potential exposure of Royal Dutch Shell to market risks and statements
expressing management’s expectations, beliefs, estimates, forecasts, projections and assumptions.
These forward-looking statements are identified by their use of terms and phrases such as “aim”,
“ambition’, ‘‘anticipate’’, ‘‘believe’’, ‘‘could’’, ‘‘estimate’’, ‘‘expect’’, ‘‘goals’’, ‘‘intend’’, ‘‘may’’,

‘‘objectives’’, ‘‘outlook’’, ‘‘plan’’, ‘‘probably’’, ‘‘project’’, ‘‘risks’’, “schedule”, ‘‘seek’’, ‘‘should’’, ‘‘target’’,
‘‘will’’ and similar terms and phrases. There are a number of factors that could affect the future
operations of Royal Dutch Shell and could cause those results to differ materially from those expressed
in the forward-looking statements included in this presentation, including (without limitation): (a) price
fluctuations in crude oil and natural gas; (b) changes in demand for Shell’s products; (c) currency
fluctuations; (d) drilling and production results; (e) reserves estimates; (f) loss of market share and
industry competition; (g) environmental and physical risks; (h) risks associated with the identification of
suitable potential acquisition properties and targets, and successful negotiation and completion of such
transactions; (i) the risk of doing business in developing countries and countries subject to international
sanctions; (j) legislative, fiscal and regulatory developments including regulatory measures addressing
climate change; (k) economic and financial market conditions in various countries and regions; (l) political
risks, including the risks of expropriation and renegotiation of the terms of contracts with governmental
entities, delays or advancements in the approval of projects and delays in the reimbursement for shared
costs; (m) risks associated with the impact of pandemics, such as the COVID-19 (coronavirus) outbreak;
and (n) changes in trading conditions. No assurance is provided that future dividend payments will match
or exceed previous dividend payments. All forward-looking statements contained in this presentation
are expressly qualified in their entirety by the cautionary statements contained or referred to in this
section. Readers should not place undue reliance on forward-looking statements. Additional risk factors
that may affect future results are contained in Royal Dutch Shell’s Form 20-F for the year ended
December 31, 2019 (available at www.shell.com/investor and www.sec.gov ). These risk factors also
expressly qualify all forward-looking statements contained in this presentation and should be considered
by the reader. Each forward-looking statement speaks only as of the date of this document, 10th
September 2020. Neither Royal Dutch Shell plc nor any of its subsidiaries undertake any obligation to
publicly update or revise any forward-looking statement as a result of new information, future events or
other information. In light of these risks, results could differ materially from those stated, implied or
inferred from the forward-looking statements contained in this document.
We may have used certain terms, such as resources, in this document that the United States Securities
and Exchange Commission (SEC) strictly prohibits us from including in our filings with the SEC. Investors
are urged to consider closely the disclosure in our Form 20-F, File No 1-32575, available on the SEC
website www.sec.gov.
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Public Consultation for the FuelEU Maritime –
Green Maritime Space Initiative
Fields marked with * are mandatory.

Introduction
The European Green Deal communication published by the European Commission in December 2019,

emphasised the need to accelerate the transition to a low-emission and climate-neutral economy, including
through the shift to sustainable mobility. The Commission has announced a basket of measures as part of
this transition, to be proposed in the course of 2020 and 2021.
As part of this, the Commission plans to adopt in 2020 the comprehensive “Strategy on Sustainable and
Smart Mobility”, deliveringing on ambitious sustainability and modernisation objectives, while ensuring the
transport sector recovers from the COVID-19 crisis. The Strategy will set out the key areas and initiatives in
transport and mobility where the Commission will consider policy actions to be taken in the coming years
and beyond.
The 'FuelEU Maritime – Green European Maritime Space' initiative was announced as a legislative initiative
in the context of the 2020 Commission Work Programme. It will be an important element of the Strategy on
sustainable and smart mobility, focusing on ramping-up the production, deployment and uptake of
sustainable alternative marine fuels, ensuring technological neutrality (low and zero-emissions sustainable
alternative fuels and power, including but not limited to: liquid biofuels, e-liquids, decarbonised gas
(including bio-LNG and e-gas), decarbonised hydrogen and decarbonised hydrogen-derived fuels (including
methane, and ammonia) and electricity), regulating access of the most polluting ships to EU ports and
obliging docked ships to drastically reduce their emissions, including through using shore-side electricity.
By creating a clear pathway for the demand of sustainable alternative fuels (low and zero-emissions
sustainable alternative fuels and power) in maritime transport, the ‘FuelEU Maritime – Green European
Maritime Space’ initiative aims to accelerate the achievement of low-emission, climate-neutral shipping and
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ports by promoting the uptake of sustainable alternative energy and powertrain systems. This initiative is a
first concrete step to bring the maritime sector in line with the European target of reaching climate-neutrality
by 2050. It does not address issues related to the energy system and infrastructure, taxation, state aid or
the EU Emissions Trading System, which will be subject to specific proposals and policy actions.
This initiative continues the approach already promoted by the 2016 Low Emission Mobility Strategy, with a
clear pathway for the maritime sector to contribute to the EU’s objectives to reach climate neutrality by
2050 outlined in the European Green Deal, the Commission's long-term vision for a prosperous, modern,
competitive and climate-neutral economy by 2050 and the proposal for a Climate Law, as well as the strateg
ic orientations of Horizon Europe. It is also in line with the global Strategy for the reduction of GHG
emissions from ships by the International Maritime Organization, which includes candidate measures and
recommendations to support the development and uptake of low- and zero-carbon alternative fuels.
This public consultation invites citizens and organisations to contribute to the assessment of how to
accelerate the uptake of sustainable alternative energy and power by the shipping sector. The consultation
will be open for a period of 10 weeks instead of the standard 12 weeks. The consultation period has been
shortened given the importance of the measure including in the recovery from the crisis. A targeted
consultation with various stakeholders will complement the public consultation.
Please note that it is not mandatory to reply to all questions.

About you
* Language

of my contribution

Bulgarian
Croatian
Czech
Danish
Dutch
English
Estonian
Finnish
French
Gaelic
German
Greek
Hungarian
Italian
Latvian
Lithuanian
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Maltese
Polish
Portuguese
Romanian
Slovak
Slovenian
Spanish
Swedish
*I

am giving my contribution as
Academic/research institution
Business association
Company/business organisation
Consumer organisation
EU citizen
Environmental organisation
Non-EU citizen
Non-governmental organisation (NGO)
Public authority
Trade union
Other

* First

name

Lea

* Surname
Weisbrod

* Email

(this won't be published)

lea.weisbrod@shell.com

* Organisation

name

255 character(s) maximum
Shell
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* Organisation

size

Micro (1 to 9 employees)
Small (10 to 49 employees)
Medium (50 to 249 employees)
Large (250 or more)
Transparency register number
255 character(s) maximum
Check if your organisation is on the transparency register. It's a voluntary database for organisations seeking to influence EU decisionmaking.

05032108616-26

* Country

of origin

Please add your country of origin, or that of your organisation.

Afghanistan

Djibouti

Libya

Saint Martin

Åland Islands

Dominica

Liechtenstein

Saint Pierre
and Miquelon

Albania

Dominican

Lithuania

Republic

Saint Vincent
and the
Grenadines

Algeria

Ecuador

Luxembourg

Samoa

American

Egypt

Macau

San Marino

El Salvador

Madagascar

São Tomé and

Samoa
Andorra

Príncipe
Angola

Equatorial

Malawi

Saudi Arabia

Guinea
Anguilla

Eritrea

Malaysia

Senegal

Antarctica

Estonia

Maldives

Serbia

Antigua and

Eswatini

Mali

Seychelles

Argentina

Ethiopia

Malta

Sierra Leone

Armenia

Falkland Islands

Marshall

Singapore

Barbuda

Islands
Aruba

Faroe Islands

Martinique

Sint Maarten

Australia

Fiji

Mauritania

Slovakia

Austria

Finland

Mauritius

Slovenia
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Azerbaijan

France

Mayotte

Solomon
Islands

Bahamas

French Guiana

Mexico

Somalia

Bahrain

French

Micronesia

South Africa

Moldova

South Georgia

Polynesia
Bangladesh

French
Southern and

and the South

Antarctic Lands

Sandwich
Islands

Barbados

Gabon

Monaco

South Korea

Belarus

Georgia

Mongolia

South Sudan

Belgium

Germany

Montenegro

Spain

Belize

Ghana

Montserrat

Sri Lanka

Benin

Gibraltar

Morocco

Sudan

Bermuda

Greece

Mozambique

Suriname

Bhutan

Greenland

Myanmar

Svalbard and

/Burma

Jan Mayen

Bolivia

Grenada

Namibia

Sweden

Bonaire Saint

Guadeloupe

Nauru

Switzerland

Guam

Nepal

Syria

Botswana

Guatemala

Netherlands

Taiwan

Bouvet Island

Guernsey

New Caledonia

Tajikistan

Brazil

Guinea

New Zealand

Tanzania

British Indian

Guinea-Bissau

Nicaragua

Thailand

Guyana

Niger

The Gambia

Brunei

Haiti

Nigeria

Timor-Leste

Bulgaria

Heard Island

Niue

Togo

Norfolk Island

Tokelau

Eustatius and
Saba
Bosnia and
Herzegovina

Ocean Territory
British Virgin
Islands

and McDonald
Islands
Burkina Faso

Honduras
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Burundi

Hong Kong

Northern

Tonga

Mariana Islands
Cambodia

Hungary

North Korea

Trinidad and
Tobago

Cameroon

Iceland

North

Tunisia

Macedonia
Canada

India

Norway

Turkey

Cape Verde

Indonesia

Oman

Turkmenistan

Cayman Islands

Iran

Pakistan

Turks and
Caicos Islands

Central African

Iraq

Palau

Tuvalu

Chad

Ireland

Palestine

Uganda

Chile

Isle of Man

Panama

Ukraine

China

Israel

Papua New

United Arab

Guinea

Emirates

Paraguay

United

Republic

Christmas

Italy

Island

Kingdom

Clipperton

Jamaica

Peru

United States

Cocos (Keeling)

Japan

Philippines

United States

Islands

Minor Outlying
Islands

Colombia

Jersey

Pitcairn Islands

Uruguay

Comoros

Jordan

Poland

US Virgin
Islands

Congo

Kazakhstan

Portugal

Uzbekistan

Cook Islands

Kenya

Puerto Rico

Vanuatu

Costa Rica

Kiribati

Qatar

Vatican City

Côte d’Ivoire

Kosovo

Réunion

Venezuela

Croatia

Kuwait

Romania

Vietnam

Cuba

Kyrgyzstan

Russia

Wallis and
Futuna

Curaçao

Laos

Rwanda

Western
Sahara
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Cyprus

Latvia

Saint

Yemen

Barthélemy
Czechia

Lebanon

Saint Helena

Zambia

Ascension and
Tristan da
Cunha
Democratic

Lesotho

Republic of the

Saint Kitts and

Zimbabwe

Nevis

Congo
Denmark
* Publication

Liberia

Saint Lucia

privacy settings

The Commission will publish the responses to this public consultation. You can choose whether you would like your details to be made
public or to remain anonymous.

Anonymous
Only your type of respondent, country of origin and contribution will be
published. All other personal details (name, organisation name and size,
transparency register number) will not be published.
Public
Your personal details (name, organisation name and size, transparency
register number, country of origin) will be published with your contribution.
I agree with the personal data protection provisions
* Please

specify which interests you (the organisation on behalf of which you

respond) represent
National public authorities (transport ministries, agencies)
Regional or local public authorities
Ship owning and ship management
Short sea shipping
Ports management and administrations
Port terminal operator or other port services provider
Inland waterways sector
Shipbuilding and marine equipment manufacturers
Academia, research and innovation
Investment and financing
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Energy producers and fuel supply (including alternative / sustainable fuel
sources)
Technical standardization bodies and class societies
Logistics suppliers, shippers and cargo owners
Interest organisations representing societal interests, particularly on
environmental and social topics
Other

General assessment and policy context
1. Various studies have described key options for decarbonising the maritime
sector. These include the potential of energy efficiency improvements (i.e. less fuel
consumed per a given volume of transported cargo or passengers) and the uptake
of sustainable alternative fuels (i.e. use of low- and zero-carbon fuels).
In your view, how relevant is the uptake of sustainable alternative fuels and
diversifying the fuel mix of maritime transport in order to accelerate the
decarbonisation of shipping?
Very relevant
Relevant
Somewhat relevant
Less relevant
Not relevant
No opinion
2. While energy efficiency improvements have occurred over the past decade in
shipping, the uptake of sustainable alternative fuels or propulsion technologies
remained negligible.
What are your expectations concerning the uptake of sustainable alternative fuels
in maritime transport in the nearest future, i.e. by 2025 (under the existing
regulatory framework)?
It will increase significantly
It will increase moderately
It will remain the same
It will decrease
8

No opinion
3. The EU has already set up a regulatory framework for the deployment of
alternative fuels infrastructure for maritime transport. The framework includes
provisions for equipment of the necessary infrastructure in ports on the TransEuropean Transport Network (TEN-T) in particular through the provisions of the
Directive on the deployment of alternative fuels infrastructure (Directive 2014/94/EU
). Yet the existing regulatory scope is limited to the supply of Liquefied Natural Gas
(LNG) and on-shore power supply (non-mandatory) and does not contain
provisions related to their use in operations.
In your view, how relevant is it to complement the existing regulatory framework
with policy measures focusing on the demand side (i.e. addressing the use of
sustainable alternative fuels by operators) in order to achieve a better deployment
or further uptake of such fuels?
Very relevant
Relevant
Somewhat relevant
Less relevant
Not relevant
No opinion
4. The development and deployment of sustainable alternative fuels requires
coordination among different economic actors (e.g. operators, fuel suppliers, ports,
technology providers, etc.). It also requires a consistent approach to ensure
availability of the fuel and guarantee the well-functioning of the internal market.
The Green Deal foresees that EU action needs to be coordinated with action at
global level, in particular the International Maritime Organization (IMO). However,
what would be, in your opinion, the governance level best suited to address these
objectives in the European Union?
The objectives would be best adressed at the EU level
The objectives would be best addressed by Member States individually
The objectives would be best addressed at regional level
The objectives would be best addressed by individual stakeholders with no
public intervention
No opinion
9

5. The European Green Deal as well as the proposal for a European Climate Law
set the objective of achieving climate neutrality by 2050 and the maritime transport
sector should contribute to this decarbonisation effort. This means that most of the
fuel consumed by EU maritime transport will have to be low- or zero-carbon at the
latest by 2050.
In your view, how likely is it that – without specific policy intervention - a significant
uptake of such low or zero-carbon fuels will take place in the following periods?
Please rate the options listed in the table below from 5 (very likely) to 1 (very
unlikely). Not all options need to be rated (e.g. in case of “no opinion”).
A signficant use of sustainable alternative fuels to occur:
1

2

3

4

5

Before 2030
Between 2030 and 2040
After 2040

6. The 'FuelEU Maritime' initiative focuses mainly on the decarbonisation of the
maritime sector. In your view, how relevant is it to complement this initiative with
policy measures dedicated to inland navigation (provision of on-shore power
supply, uptake of new sustainable alternative fuels for inland waterway vessels in
operation, etc.)?
Very relevant
Relevant
Somewhat relevant
Less relevant
Not relevant
No opinion
If very relevant, relevant or somewhat relevant, please specify:
400 character(s) maximum
Low emission mobility in inland navigation, e.g reduction in both GHG emissions and air pollution is
important to meet the objectives of the Green Deal. It is important that inland navigation is included in the
FuelEU Maritime initiative so that there is consistency and a coherent framework between the maritime
sector and inland navigation.
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Barriers to the uptake of sustainable alternative fuels in maritime transport
7. According to the data on emissions from maritime transport collected under the E
U Monitoring, Reporting and Verification (MRV) Regulation, the vast majority of the
44 million tonnes of fuel consumed in 2018 concerned conventional fossil fuels
such as heavy fuel oil, gas oil, diesel oil, etc. Despite the existing framework for
supporting corresponding infrastructure development, sustainable alternative fuels
were only a small fraction of the fuels consumed by the monitored fleet. How would
you explain this situation?
Please rate the potential barriers listed in the table below from 5 (most important) to
1 (least important). Not all options need to be rated (e.g. in case of “no opinion”).
Reasons for the low uptake of sustainable alternative fuels
1

2

3

4

5

Lack of predictability of the regulatory framework
High risk of investment in vessels technology and port infrastructure
Lack of mature technologies (e.g. on ships and on shore)
Higher price of sustainable alternative fuels
Lack of communication between actors and lack of transparency on the
environmental performance,incl.of the fuel performance
Insufficient supply (fuel production and infrastructure) of sustainable
alternative fuels or on-shore power supply
Insufficient demand for sustainable alternative fuels or on-shore power
supply
Bunkering (i.e. fuel supply) of ships outside the EU
Presence of split incentives in the sector (i.e. situations where the
benefits of an investment do not entirely accrue to the investor.
Example: a ship owner that is not also the ship manager may have less
incentive to invest in green technologies)
Other reasons, please specify

If “other reasons”, please specify:
400 character(s) maximum
Vessels have a high CAPEX and long commercial life and switching to alternative fuels (i.e. not drop-in
solutions such as biofuels) requiring new fuel storage and conversion systems is generally not an option for
existing vessels. Disruptive technology costs money and need new skills, so there is a risk that early movers
back the wrong fuel/vessel choice and end up disadvantaged.
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8. In your opinion, which of the identified barriers should be addressed as a matter
of priority at EU level?
Please rate the items in the table below from 10 (highest priority) to 1 (lowest
priority). Not all options need to be rated (e.g. in case of “no opinion”).
Reasons for the low uptake of sustainable alternative fuels
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Lack of predictability of the
regulatory framework
High risk of investment in vessels
technology and port infrastructure
Lack of mature technologies (e.g. on
ships and on shore)
Higher price of sustainable
alternative fuels
Lack of communication between
actors and lack of transparency on
the environmental performance, incl.
of the fuel performance
Insufficient supply (fuel production
and infrastructure) of sustainable
alternative fuels or on-shore power
supply
Insufficient demand for sustainable
alternative fuels or on-shore power
supply
Bunkering (i.e. fuel supply) of ships
outside the EU
Presence of split incentives in the
sector (i.e. situations where the
benefits of an investment do not
entirely accrue to the investor.
Example: a ship owner that is not
also the ship manager may have
less incentive to invest in green
technologies)
Other reasons, please specify

If “other reasons”, please specify:
400 character(s) maximum
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Shell believes that a sectoral policy framework will be required to set clear goals and obligations for different
actors in the sector.

9. From your experience, can you give an example of a successful introduction of
sustainable alternative fuel or power supply in maritime transport?
Yes
No
10. From your experience, can you give an example of a failed attempt to introduce
sustainable alternative fuel or power supply in maritime transport?
Yes
No

Possible policy options
11. The table below presents possibly policy measures – both regulatory and nonregulatory – which could be taken at the EU level to address the barriers to the
uptake of sustainable alternative fuels and power in the maritime sector.
Please rate them in the table below from 5 (most important) to 1 (least important).
Not all policy measures need to be rated (e.g. in case of “no opinion”).
Policy measures to accelerate the uptake of sustainable fuels
1

2

3

4

5

Accelerate research and innovation enabling the use of sustainable
alternative fuels and power (demonstration and deployment)
Set a clear regulatory pathway for decarbonising the current marine fuel
mix
Increase public funding and incentivise private invesment to overcome
the high investment risk in vessels powered by sustainable alternative
fuels or propulsion systmes
Increase public funding and financial support to overcome the high
investment risk in sustainable alternative fuel supply or on-shore power
supply infrastructure
Establish economic incentives to reduce the price differential between
conventional and sustainable alternative fuels
Define objectives for the supply of sustainable alternative fuels and
power to the maritime sector
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Define objectives and provisions for the use of sustainable alternative
fuels and power in the maritime sector
Develop standards related to sustainable alternative fuels (incl. fuels,
machinery, infrastructure, etc.)
Increase transparency by establishing a certification mechanism for
sustainable alternative fuels
Other measures (please specify)

If “other measures”, please specify:
400 character(s) maximum
The pathway to NZE requires changes to vessels, fuels and infrastructure and increased costs need to be
reflected in overall transport costs of goods which requires a level playing field. Introducing ambitious
performance standards for new and existing ships needs a global approach to be effective. The EU should
further foster its RR&D approach to reduce costs and address technology barriers.

12. How should requirements for the use of sustainable alternative fuels and power
be set in your view?
a. For ships in navigation:
Requirements on the share of specific sustainable alternative fuels to be
used in ships fuel mix
Performance requirements based on the carbon-intensity of energy used in
marine operations
Other (please specify)
No opinion
If “other ”, please specify:
400 character(s) maximum
Performance requirements based on the carbon-intensity of energy used in marine operations. Carbon
intensity of energy used in marine operations should be measured on a well-to-wake (WtW) basis.

b. For ships at berth:
Requirements on the share of specific sustainable alternative fuels to be
used in ship’s fuel mix while at berth (incl. use of on-shore power)
Performance requirements based on the carbon-intensity of energy used by
ships at berth
Other (please specify)
No opinion
14

If “other”, please specify:
400 character(s) maximum
Vessels have limited choices to change their fuel mix in ports so a prescriptive approach is difficult to enforce
unless drop-in fuels such as biofuels are specified. Significant emissions are generated whilst vessels are
waiting outside the port and addressing the overall efficiency of port operations should have priority to
reduce port call emissions.

13. In case new requirements on the use of sustainable alternative fuels and power
are proposed, to whom should these apply in your view?
a. Types of ships:
To all ships
To certain ship types (e.g. highest emitters) or types of trade
Other (please specify)
No opinion
If “other”, please specify:
400 character(s) maximum
To all international vessels over 5000 GT.

b. Scope coverage:
Ships calling at ports of the European Union
Ships bunkering in ports of the European Union
Ships sailing in the territorial waters and Exclusive Economic Zones of EU
Member States
Other (please specify)
No opinion
If “other”, please specify:
400 character(s) maximum
Preference is to have a global approach. If the EU takes action then it should be for ships calling at ports of
the EU.

14. In your view, how should the environmental performance of sustainable
alternative fuels for maritime transport be calculated?
On a “tank-to-wake” basis, accounting total emissions from combustion on
board a ship and potential leakage
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On a “well-to-wake” basis, taking into account emissions on board and
potential leakage, but also emissions resulting from producing the fuel and
making it available for use in ships
Other (please specify)
No opinion
If “other”, please specify:
400 character(s) maximum
A well-to-wake (WtW) basis should be used accounting for GHG emissions. To encourage first movers for a
time limited period where availability of low well-to-tank (WtT) fuel is limited, fuels can be assessed on their
tank-to-wake (TtW) emissions to encourage uptake in shipping and experience in their use. If a TtW
approach is adopted then CO2 emissions from biofuels should be accounted as zero.

15. In your view, what emissions should be considered in assessing the
environmental performance of sustainable alternative fuels for maritime transport
(including ships at berth)?
CO2 emissions
CO2 emissions and emissions of other greenhouse gases: methane (CH4)
and nitrous oxide (N2O)
CO2 emissions, methane (CH4) emissions, nitroux oxide (N2O) emissions and
relevant emissions of air pollutants
No opinion
If both greenhouse gases and air pollutants should be considered, do you have any
views on how to weigh relative advantages and assess possible trade-offs?
400 character(s) maximum
Both GHG and air pollutants reduction should be given equal weight. For inland navigation until material
volumes of low carbon fuels are available, reduction in air pollutants should be prioritized, eg through use of
clean burning paraffinic fuels and LNG.

16. In accordance with data collected in 2018 under the EU Monitoring, Reporting
and Verification (MRV) system, emissions from ships at berth (in port) amounted to
around 6% of the total CO2 emissions reported in MRV. In addition, ships at berth
can become a significant source of air pollution, in particular for port cities. In your
view and experience, how relevant is it to establish a regulatory framework
specifically addressing emissions produced by ships at berth?
Very relevant
Relevant
16

Somewhat relevant
Less relevant
Not relevant
No opinion
17. Reducing emissions produced by ships at berth may require significant
investments, for instance to install on-shore power connections. With this in mind,
do you have any views on how these requirements for ships at berth should apply?
Addressing all ships at berth
Prioritising the ships and the ports already equipped with zero-emissions
technologies (including on-shore power supply)
Prioritising the highest emitters (e.g. specific ship segments)
Taking action once critical infrastructure is made available in majority of EU
ports
Other (please specify)
No opinion

Additional information
18. Are there other key aspects which you did not find reflected in the questions
and you would like to comment upon?
Please give details.
1500 character(s) maximum
The pathway to net-zero emissions (NZE) in maritime requires changes to both vessels, fuels and
infrastructure. The policy framework should be based on the following principles:
1. Shipping is a global activity and so ideally the policy to decarbonize the sector should be undertaken on a
global basis through the IMO and enforced across all ships, flag states and ports.
2. Provide long-term clarity and legal certainty for commercial development and deployment of low carbon
technologies and efficiency improvements. Policies should address the specific roles of the different entities
both within the sector (e.g. ship owners, charterers and operators) and across the value chain. Policies
should be pragmatically enforceable and unambiguous.
3. Ensure a level playing field for all fuel providers and ships, regardless of where they are owned or
operated following the principles of the IMO.
4. Cover all GHG emissions (CO2, CH4, N2O) and be informed by a well-to-wake (WtW) approach.
5. Include both final ambition level as well as interim targets and be challenging but feasible based on robust
data analysis on technical feasibility delivering the required climate objectives.
6. Provide a carbon price to reduce the cost gap to alternative low- and zero-carbon options.
7. Mitigate investment risk in novel alternative vessels and fuels through providing favourable fiscal
treatments to encourage first wave build and support advanced technology development.
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Please feel free to upload documents, such as additional evidence supporting your
responses, such as a policy brief or a position paper here. Please note that the
uploaded document will be published alongside your response to the questionnaire
which is the essential input to this open public consultation. The document is an
optional complement and serves as additional background reading to better
understand your position.
The maximum file size is 1 MB
Only files of the type pdf,txt,doc,docx,odt,rtf are allowed

69d4d190-71e5-4e7a-ad8f-9793db21b51d
/Decarbonising_the_shipping_sector_EU_policy_recommendations.pdf

19. Please provide references to any studies, reports or other documents that you
think are relevant for this consultation, with links for online download where
possible.
1500 character(s) maximum
Shell has published a joint report with Deloitte on decarbonizing shipping: https://www.shell.com/energy-andinnovation/the-energy-future/decarbonising-shipping.html#vanityaHR0cHM6Ly93d3cuc2hlbGwuY29tL0RlY2FyYm9uaXNpbmdTaGlwcGluZw

Contact
MOVE-D1-SECRETARIAT@ec.europa.eu
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