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Friends and colleagues: may I welcome you this evening to this Charlemagne Lecture.  The Charlemagne Lectures have quite a long history in terms of the Trust and are one of the two annual lectures that the Trust offers – the Charlemagne Lecture on the one hand and the Corbishley Lecture on the other.  The subject of the Charlemagne Lecture tends to be more closely associated with European issues and of course that is very much what we are able through our speaker to offer you this evening.  I am grateful as we all are to King’s College for the use of the River Room this evening and I am grateful to you all for coming for what I think will be a stimulating and enjoyable evening.  

Philip has been in the European Commission from precisely the same time as I joined the Commission back in 1973: that was, as those of us with slightly longer memories will recall, the date that this country along with Denmark and Ireland became members of the European Community, as it was at that time.  And we joined in different capacities at that time, with other colleagues from this country and Denmark and Ireland.  Philip occupied a number of roles in those first years in the seventies including in regional policy, and, although I didn’t know it until this evening, in agriculture – where I was too at that time - in DG VI as the jargon then went, both as an official but also in the context of Cabinets, private offices of the Commissioners.   And from then to a number of very important roles in the Commission, particularly Director General for International Development, DG VIII I think it was then, so responsible for the really extensive programmes of the European Union in relation to international development; and then from 2002, became Director General for Competition at a time when I think it’s fair to say that the Competition department had taken a number of difficult blows at the hands of the courts in relation to some anti-competitive practice activities.  And so there was a substantial need to move forward.  I think your phrase at the time was “what we need is more due process” and I think that’s what you brought to the competition department amongst other things.  And then latterly – and as of this year - moving to a new role as Director General for Energy – a key role by any standards, and so it is in that area that Philip is going to speak to us tonight.

I was quite amused to find that as one does when one does some research on these things, Philip featured in Time magazine’s “must lunch list” in 2002 – a quite short list of people whom you must have lunch with, and they gave some very good reasons why you must have lunch with Philip!!  - at that time to do with competition and anti-trust legislation.  Not that it shows! for Philip is also a marathon runner I think - and in any case a man of some accomplishment as you can see from just this very brief sketch of his career.  So this evening we have the opportunity both to listen to Philip on the subject that we have before us – “Energy Policy in a Changing Climate” – and one can read that of course in several different ways; and also afterwards he has very kindly agreed to take some questions although we will have what will be a fairly short time of discussion because he has to move on to another appointment later this evening.  And so without further ado, Philip, I’d like to welcome you most warmly to this Charlemagne Lecture of the Wyndham Place Charlemagne Trust and to invite you to speak to us.

Philip Lowe

Thank you very much Guy for making something so extensive out of what is just a normal career!  Incidentally I spent the last three weekends in Moscow – and so having spent the last seven years battling with Microsoft and then now having to battle with Gasprom I’m not sure that I have changed jobs, but we’ll see!!  Charlemagne was the first great leader since the fall of the Western Roman Empire to fight for a more united Europe.  But this year we are also celebrating a more modern, and I must say more peaceful and ultimately more successful, European visionary, Robert Schuman.  Sixty years ago, in May 1950, the Schuman Declaration foresaw a “community of people” as Europe’s response to the disaster that was the Second World War.  Winston Churchill, as many of you actually know, said that “a politician needs the ability to foretell what is going to happen tomorrow, next week, next month and next year and then afterwards to have the ability to explain why it didn’t happen”.  In the case of Schuman, it did happen, even if he maybe didn’t predict it exactly.  And it is happening still.  The will for peaceful integration, solidarity and equality for the whole of Europe is alive and strong today.  

I would like to elaborate how this is happening from the point of view of energy policy.  Energy has always actually been at the heart of European activity.  After all, the original treaties of Rome which were designed perhaps for reconciliation and peace and reconstruction if you like, were concentrated on coal, steel and nuclear energy.  And in fifty years we’ve come a bit full circle because during that time energy was not regarded for most of those fifty years as a politically significant policy, it was regarded as something that we took for granted.  But one thing has remained constant throughout the last fifty years: Europe’s dependence on secure energy for growth, stability, prosperity and peace.  I make the exception of that year 1973 when there was an energy crisis where in fact the International Energy Agency was established at that time with powers to deal with that kind of crisis – but it was an oil crisis.  I think it is fair to say that for most of those fifty years energy policy was largely the poor relation of other areas of the economy because low energy prices and plentiful energy supplies allowed our economies to develop quite well.  And more energy supply meant more economic growth and no questions were asked.  

Now it seems definitely less straightforward than that:  it’s not a question of peace and prosperity – at least not for Europeans - but the questions we face are much more fundamental, about people’s capacity to live, work and organise their lives and how and where and from whom will energy come and how can we continue to use energy without spoiling the planet?  What can be done at local level, what can be done at national level, what can be done at a European and global level?  This energy issue is driving people actually closer together – together with climate change as such.  Europe is I think coming together - not politically but spiritually people are actually coming together in a common cause for a better future, and then too from a pure self-interest point of view – more than ever before.  I say self-interest not in a selfish sense, but economically: in the energy sector, doing things at the European level is the cheapest, most cost-effective and the best option.  Because you can’t do an energy partnership with Singapore, you can import energy from Australia, but if you want to run an electricity system fossil-free you’ve got to have a big one and in particular if you are using a lot of renewable energy.  And you can’t do that by having renewable energy across the world linked up on a cultural or linguistic map of the world, you do it with your neighbours because electricity doesn’t work - so far - in transport.  You need to set up a system for your electricity in transport.

Economics of energy policy

Looking at today’s papers, you might think that the climate crisis compared with 2007/2008 had largely been forgotten.  The crisis, public spending deficits, aircraft carriers and possible cuts in benefits have pushed stories about melting icecaps and droughts and desertification, rising sea-levels or species extinction way out of the news.  Deep snow last winter and an email scam appear to have taken the urgency out of climate change.  But look elsewhere and climate change seems to be happening actually faster than even some doomsayers predicted.  Despite a miserable August in parts of Europe, that month counted as one of the warmest Augusts on record according to the US National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.   The global temperature for January – August 2010 was the warmest ever for that period with the exception of 1998.  The last time we had a month with below average global temperatures was February 1985.  And at the same time we have repeated warnings from the IEA and others over how long we can continue to feed the apparently insatiable appetite of the world for oil and gas.  Falling oil and gas demand in Europe as a result of the recession might be lulling us into a false sense of security.  In fact the recession and lower demand is also reducing investment in alternative sources which doesn’t bode well.  In short even without the climate change problem the global energy system is being stretched to breaking point.  The threat of climate change makes the need to change simply more urgent and the costs of climate change make the economic arguments in favour of investing in new energy even stronger.

Impact of economic crisis on energy trends

Let me say a little bit more at this point about the economic crisis and energy policy.  The IEA is about to produce again its annual October outlook, but from the last outlook of a year ago it concluded that the financial and economic crisis had had a positive effect on the energy sector in world-wide terms: investment in polluting technologies had been deferred and CO2 emissions fell in 2009 by as much as 3%, steeper than at any time in forty years.  That would lead to emissions in 2020 being 5% lower than the IEA estimated just twelve months before, even in the absence of additional policies.  But can we assume as I’ve indicated before, that this trend will continue once we emerge from recession?  I think we’re convinced that we’ve got to use the economic downturn to shift our energy systems onto a low-carbon path.  Low-carbon refers to the EU agreement to aim to stabilise greenhouse gas emissions at 450 parts of a million of CO2 equivalent, in line with an increase in global temperature of around 2 degrees Celsius.  Again according to the IEA, the cost of achieving this energy revolution calls for incremental investment equivalent to just 0.5% of GDP in 2030.  Fuel savings across industry, transport and buildings could total over 8 trillion dollars between today and 2010, similar to the additional investment in these sectors.

But, if we turn to the International Panel on Climate Change, in order to limit global warming to between 2-2.4 degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels, the world needs to cut greenhouse gas emissions by between 50-85% compared to today.  The G8 and twice the heads of state of the European Union have actually said that they want to reduce emissions by between 80 and 95%, compared with 1990 levels, by 2050.  They’ve said it twice.  I hope they read what they said!  Because even if you take those figures for the economy as a whole, and you take into account what’s required for the transport sector inevitably for heavy fuel and other parts of the economy which can’t do without heavy fuel or gas, then you are talking about an electrification objective based upon fossil-free fuels of something like 95-99%.  That is the realistic objective if indeed that’s what we have to do.  However on a business-as-usual basis, global emissions are set to increase from 30 Giga tonnes today to more than 40 Giga tonnes in 2050, with most of the growth coming from China, India and the Middle East.

A climate model developed by Stanford University (Professor Caldeira) puts it simply.  If we release all the carbon dioxide available in fossil fuel resources, this could lead to a global rise in temperature of 9 degrees Celsius, and 20 degrees around Antarctica.

The IEA estimates the cost – or rather investment of the clean energy scenario to be in the order of 10 trillion dollars between 2010 and 2030.  This may sound a lot, even at the best of times, but in fact the overall cost is less than business as usual.

While dramatic government action can stop banks collapsing from one day to the next, it takes several years to get a new energy installation going.  And even longer to get a new energy pipeline or power network into place.  Meanwhile, the CO2 we continue to emit will take generations to disappear.

It’s quite clear that if we stick to the objective of a low-carbon economy, with that range of reduction in emissions which is justified on a sustainability basis, then we already have a big challenge.  We have a big challenge in the environment that is either co-operative or competitive.  The co-operative or shall I say boy-scout version of climate change is that we all get together post-Kyoto, we all agree that it would be a very good thing that we all reduced emissions.  Basically that’s what they did in Copenhagen again and they got a bloody nose out of it really because frankly neither the US nor China nor India were naïve enough to believe that that was something that they could sign up to.  And we were naïve enough to believe they could sign up to it.  And even if we did sign up to it we do have to face the reality that this isn’t about only saving the world, it’s about saving us.  Saving us means we have to make our own economy competitive and our economy remaining competitive means we need competitive energy, which means if we want a low-carbon economy we need very competitive energy based upon fossil-free fuels and we have to have secure supplies of it.  Now one of the things which is not said about renewables when they are talked about is of course they are indigenous.  There’s no input to the wind and the sun (which is not something that is prevalent here necessarily) but the renewables are a very secure source of energy although volatile.  They are here in Europe, they are here next to the British coast, maybe they’re not actually in the Thames estuary but that is another question: one can argue about where they should be, but the reality is that a high percentage of renewables is not just good for low-carbon economy, it’s also good for security of supply.  Then the next question is: can it be competitive?  Are we actually developing our energy industry and our own industries in a way that ultimately speaking will meet the thresholds of international competitiveness?  I am saying this which is not the same language that you would get in 2007 on climate change but the reality today in energy policy is that we have to look at three things: we have to look at security of supply: have we got the energy and where is it coming from, which countries is it coming from? What do we do if it gets cut off?  Secondly are we getting competitive energy for businesses and consumers: business means jobs as well.  And then are we meeting our low-carbon objectives?  

Now it’s a big ask as a policy.  It’s not different from virtually everywhere in the world except for those who may have a difficulty in marrying the fact that they have a lot of resources, like Russia, but the wrong resources for a low-carbon economy, in terms of the sustainability.  Their problem on security of supply is a different one.  The US has taken a line on energy policy which is: yes, recognising that we need fossil-free technologies but saying yes, also we need every source of energy we can get, including our conventional gas, which is the reason why today we have such an amazingly liquid market in gas worldwide particularly in Europe because so much of the gas, the energy, which was previously being exported to the US is now coming into our terminals in Europe.  And that in itself is a problem for us vis-à-vis our low-carbon economy objective because if you want people to invest in new technologies and fossil-free technologies it’s extraordinarily tempting to use gas, because it has half the emissions of coal but ultimately doesn’t solve the problem, because you then have to think about carbon capture and storage for gas if you want to keep it in the system.  Or you have to talk about replacing it by nuclear.  A lot of very, very difficult choices.

EU response

What has or should Europe be doing in this area?  The first thing that I think everyone is convinced we should be doing is actually creating an open and competitive market for more sources of energy in Europe.  My own Commissioner who was previously Minister-President of Baden-Wuerttemburg - one of the first speeches he made without notes in Brussels was to say:  listen, if you get in your car in Lisbon, you can drive all the way to Tallinn and, OK, there may be traffic lights and there’ll be a bit of congestion but the reality is that the networks exist.  In air transport, a combination of mostly consumer pressure but also regulation, results in the fact that no-one even thinks about their capacity to take an affordable flight anywhere in Europe or in the world.  And in IT, networks are not just regional such as Europe, they’re totally global, we never even think about it.  If you have a mobile phone and you are using it at night or in the day or with text messages or data requirements, providers keep asking you, your consumption looks like this – wouldn’t you prefer to have this package rather than that package?  

What’s the reality of our energy markets in Europe in this situation?  They’re all national so they’re all based upon an infrastructure which is very badly interconnected and as a result we suffer in terms of choice, we suffer in terms of capacity to integrate renewable energy, and balance the system in a cost-effective way.  If the wind is blowing in Shetland, it may not be blowing in Spain for example or parts of France, and the sun may be blazing in various parts of southern Europe and can feed a system of energy and electricity generation in Europe at the same time as others are suffering from other atmospheric conditions like we were an hour ago here.

So, coming back to this issue:  the bigger the network, the more effective it will be, the more secure it will be too.  The reason why I have been spending the last three weekends in Moscow is because some of our countries in the European Union are 100% dependent on one pipeline, one pipeline from the exclusive monopoly exporter of gas from Russia to the European Union.  Now if you are sitting in Zeebrugge or in Milford Haven you can’t think in these terms because we see boats with energy are coming in all the time, but in Poland and Hungary and Romania that is not the reality yet.  So we spent a lot of time in Europe in the last two or three years trying to get going on interconnection, just basic simple pipes which can join things up so that no-one can be blackmailed and supply can be guaranteed.  And even a very basic thing: if you have a pipeline of gas from one place to another, then what happens if the country it goes through is short of gas?  Like - the pipeline goes from Russia to Germany, it goes through Poland, and the technicalities of it are that it only goes one way.  It’s very simple as Shell and other companies know, simply to reverse the flow, but you have to invest – not very much money, just a couple of millions here and there - allowing the gas to flow in the other direction.  So one reasonable precondition for the energy markets to work well and for people to have the choice of things to do in Europe is actually to make sure that the infrastructure is interconnected.  And this trade in gas and electricity can work very well.  Now of course that goes along with trying to get the legislation at national and at European level implemented in a way that allows this market to work effectively.

Why doesn’t it work effectively?  Well, not just because the infrastructures are 19th century – early twentieth century in fact with some additions for nuclear in the fifties and sixties.  The reason why it doesn’t work is because we come from a heritage of national public utilities who still have in most of our European countries 90-95% of the market.  It’s still impossible or very difficult for anyone to get into the market to develop competition on a realistic basis.  The UK is possibly the shining exception to that in the last ten years.  On the other hand, not everyone who’s switched their supplier - certainly residential suppliers - are convinced they got a better deal out of it, so even in the countries where there is switching, and there is some, there have been some new entrants, there are real problems.  So we’ve got to get the legislation implemented and we’ve got to be very vigilant as we were trying to do in the competition department in the Commission - taking companies to court if necessary and fining them if they have actually manipulated the market for their own benefit at the expense of competitors.  And we also need the infrastructures.

The EU has been setting out the need for a strong public policy response on energy and climate change for a decade.  We now have a broad framework in place.  This is still work in progress, and it is far from complete.  But we have made a good start.

First, the internal European energy market is the cornerstone of Europe’s energy policy.  This might come as a surprise to those who were there at the start of the single market initiative.  Energy at that point was left to one side for all sorts of reasons.  But today, we have the makings of a real internal energy market, with energy travelling around Europe freely to where it is needed and with rights for consumers to produce their own energy and to demand high standards of service from suppliers.

The third legislative package for the internal energy market adopted last year was a major achievement for the EU.  We had long debates on controversial issues such as unbundling.  But the fundamental concept of an integrated energy market was never questioned.  All Member States fully support this aim, and for some, including the UK, it cannot happen soon enough. 

Second, we have the “20-20-20” climate and energy goals as agreed by European leaders in 2007.  2020 as you know is a kind of iconic year in European climate change and energy policy.  There was the proposal to have 20% reduction in emissions, 20% share of renewables in total energy consumption and 20% increase in energy efficiency.  These goals are also now a core element of the EU’s Europe 2020 economic strategy.  They are part of the flagship known as “Resource Efficiency”.  That is the European leaders’ way of saying that these objectives will make a significant contribution to getting our economy out of recession.  So these goals are supposed to be achieved by 2020.  I think as far as renewables are concerned, it looks likely that it will be achieved.  In fact for Germany it might be that they get to something like 40 or 50% renewables by 2020.  The UK starts off from a relatively low base – but will probably meet 15 by 2020.  But the objective of 2050 which is an 85-90% reduction in emissions compared with 1990 implies either a very important level of nuclear and coal with carbon capture and storage or a very high percentage of renewables.  Now I don’t know what you feel about it, but if I listen to debates about nuclear and about carbon capture and storage, I think these debates will go on for quite a long time, for all sorts of reasons, understandable reasons and sometimes one can be impatient about them.  But all the technologies that we’re looking at, they have to be technologically viable and they have to be commercially viable too, that is they should be able to exist after a certain period without subsidy and the public needs to accept the infrastructures and the generational capacity.  Now those three hurdles alone let alone anything else are extraordinarily difficult ones for nuclear and CCS.  Arguably there might be easier forms of renewables; on the other hand if you watch your television and you see those objecting to high-voltage transmission lines over their land and arguing that high-voltage transmission lines should be buried (which is an interesting idea but unfortunately not practical and not commercial) then yes, you have to worry about renewables but - and there there’s a communication challenge – you’ve got to convince people that if they want a low-carbon economy, if they want a high percentage of renewables, then we’re going to have to live with more high-voltage transmission lines across our territories.  And particularly, even if we put wind offshore you don’t get away from the fact that that electricity generated has to come onshore somewhere and the consumption of energy is mostly in urban areas in central locations and it’s far away from the traditional sources of generation.

Third, our energy security is much improved as a result of EU legislation.  With energy imports now over 55% of energy supplies and rising – in the UK, you have moved from being a net exporter of energy to importing three-quarters of all the coal you use, more than one quarter of gas, one tenth of your oil, and even some renewable energy.  These shares are rising fast.  By 2030, the UK could be importing 90% of its gas (government figures) and around three quarters of its oil (EU figures).  The UK is in the same position as almost every other country in Europe – it has to import energy from countries outside the EU.

Resource competition, poor governance, volatile prices and falling output from traditional fields are just some of the problems we have to face as a major importer.  This is why the EU has given top priority in recent years to developing a more diverse network for energy imports and to build up its external energy policy.  

For gas, a new European Regulation aims to ensure that our system is able to cope with a major interruption to supplies and that households are not cut off if there is a disruption, such as happened in Eastern Europe in 2009.

For electricity, we need vast new networks to bring renewable energy to consumers, and smart grids to help everyone reduce their electricity use.  We also need to think about the pros and cons of nuclear energy and reassure the public about nuclear safety and waste concerns.  If we want to use coal, we need new technologies to make coal “clean”.

So, we need a market that works through infrastructure development and through applying the legislation to liberalise the market.  We also need a lot of attention to technology.  Low carbon energy technology and services could be one of the greatest industrial growth sectors over the next decades.  We want to get Europe to work together at the European level to make low-carbon technologies a market choice.

The Commission’s the Strategic Energy Technology Plan, which the European member states have signed up to, essentially tries to concentrate research and development and demonstration project efforts on all the new technologies that I’ve referred to in the renewables category – whether it’s wind, solar, thermal, solar-voltaic, green, CCS and also some parts of nuclear development.  It outlines a practical and result-oriented approach for our energy technologies policy and measures to contribute achieving the climate and energy policy goals.  We have a number of new industrial initiatives where companies and researchers from across Europe come together to develop technology solutions and new markets.

Last but not least we have a new energy chapter in the Lisbon Treaty.  This undoubtedly strengthens EU energy policy.  The Treaty recognises for the first time the need for a true European energy policy and obliges the EU to act to achieve the stated objectives.

In practice, the new article does not extend the EU competences substantially.  However, it does provide clarification and a consistent base for action.  It sets out very clear principles on which the EU can further develop its energy policy.  The aims of a European energy policy – functioning of the energy market, security of supply, energy saving, promotion of renewable energy and the interconnection of networks – amount to a fairly comprehensive remit.  Moreover, the strengthening of the external competences of the EU in other chapters of the Treaty, such as the inclusion of foreign direct investments as an exclusive competence within the common commercial policy, will also have a considerable impact on the future of the European energy policy.

Believe me, we need the clarity and coherence the Treaty now gives us.

In a situation of budgetary constraint one’s got to be also worried about a fourth pressure, so it’s technological viability, commercial viability, public acceptability and can we afford it?  The bet for renewables is that if we invest in research and development now, and we roll them out as quickly as possible on as large an area as possible, then the costs will go down to grid parity and then we won’t need subsidies any more after four or five years.

Well, it’s a bet!  It looks as if it might work for wind, it looks less clear that it will work in five years for solar.  And as I’ve indicated before and certainly for CCS, which combines the easy bit which is carbon capture with two difficult bits – transport, which has the same problems as high-voltage transmission lines, who’s going to want a pipeline of CO2 running across their backyard, and most difficult, storage.  People don’t like nuclear storage but unfortunately so far they haven’t liked the idea of CO2 storage either.  In Berlin there are massive storage tanks for natural gas and the population doesn’t worry about them at all, despite the fact that if you lit a cigarette lighter the whole place would go up in smoke - and carbon emissions.  But faced with a consumer enquiry, a citizens’ enquiry on storage of CO2, the entire population was against.  So there’s a huge communications battle to be engaged in this effort because while we take this for granted as a low-carbon economy, it in fact requires really hard decisions in the infrastructure area and on technology.

New challenges

The energy and climate challenges are not getting simpler.  On the contrary.  

Our energy systems are in dire need of investment.  A large part of our electricity generation will come off line in the next ten years or so, and hundreds of billions of euros are needed to modernise, replace and expand the power grid.  In the UK alone, 34 Gigawatt of capacity gap is opening up because of coal and nuclear retirements during 2015-2020.  To replace this capacity, twice as much investment will be needed as went into the system in the last forty years (UK figures).  For gas also, new pipelines are needed to bring the gas which must replace falling domestic output.

At the same time, the EU is falling behind in technology investment in energy.  In the (Ernst and Young) Investment Attractiveness Index, China and the US top the league of countries for attracting renewable energy investment.  The EU is missing out not only on the economic benefits, but also market share in booming global markets. 

The Copenhagen talks on climate change last December were, to say the least, a disappointment.

I have already mentioned the economic recession, which comes at a time when we need huge long-term and potentially risky investments in new energy infrastructure, technologies and sources.  The Commission’s response is to stick to the existing agenda, but to do more, more dynamically and more effectively.  The political climate is for more energy policy, not less.

Future strategy

We are now preparing a new energy strategy to make sure that we deliver on our promises of a better energy future, despite the growing challenges

Our first task is to make sure that existing legislation is properly implemented and enforced.  We cannot accept that consumers of small businesses miss out on their rights because European directives have been poorly implemented into national legislation.  But, regrettably, this is happening.  We still have over 40 infringement procedures in the pipeline on the internal market legislation which Member States adopted in 2003.  It is no wonder that people complain that the market does not work properly.  In several cases, the rules which are not properly applied by Member States are those which would most benefit ordinary people. 

The Commission’s job is to make sure that Member States do what they have to do, so that the rights and rules which the EU has created to help people really do that job.

Coming to what we plan in terms of new actions, first and foremost, we will put the spotlight on demand.  In this way, we involve everyone, as everyone is an energy consumer.  A new energy efficiency strategy will set out ideas to help people save energy and in this way, save money and, forgive the cliché, help save the planet.

Second, the Commission wants to make conditions for investments in low-carbon energy more attractive so we can look forward to a real energy revolution.  What we would like to do is replace the TransEuropean Networks for Energy with a more effective and more targeted, and, who knows, perhaps better financed, infrastructure instrument.

One of our ideas is to develop a new approach to authorising major infrastructure which has a European dimension.  Particularly new renewable energy installations have had a bad press, but perhaps they are a lesser evil than coastal erosion, flooding and drought in the world.

The Commission is also pushing industry to develop and install a new generation of technologies, from offshore wind and smart grids to Carbon Capture and Storage and second generation biomass, to deliver the drastic reduction in greenhouse gas emissions to which we are committed.  Over one and a half billion euros went from the European Energy Recovery Programme into offshore wind and Carbon Capture and Storage.  Low-carbon investments are a way to create the jobs, businesses, skills and confidence that will get us out of recession more quickly.

Europe has some of the world’s most renowned renewable energy companies and research institutions.  With the right political will and framework, we could even go beyond the renewables targets we have set ourselves

Thirdly, our new strategy will give more attention to the concerns of individual energy consumers.  We want all consumers to get a good deal.  And we want to make sure that our energy systems are safe.  The accidents in the Gulf of Mexico and the aluminium plant in Ajka, Hungary have shocked many people.  No industry can afford to be complacent.

Fourthly, we plan a new drive in European energy diplomacy.  National protectionism is an anachronism when French and German companies provide the British with electricity, or Italian and Spanish companies compete for the same customers in each others’ countries.  In fact, when it comes to energy policy, we are all in the same boat, and we sink or swim together.  The EU can be far more effective than 27 Member States on their own.  But we need to get our act together

Fifthly, we are looking towards the longer term.  Like the UK, which has its own 2050 pathway, we are looking at what our energy situation could be like in 2050.  It is not that far off.  Power stations being built today will still be with us in 2050.  Today’s cars could still be on the road after 2030.

President Barroso has spoken about a complete decarbonisation of our transport and power sectors over the next 40 years.  There are several scenarios which suggest that this is not only technically feasible, but it would also make us more competitive and more secure

The Commission’s new strategy for 2020 is effectively the first step towards a decarbonised 2050.  What we need to do beyond that point will be the subject of a public debate around the end of the year.

I’d like to just say something about on the external dimension.  Why do we have to worry about Russia in energy in Europe?  Well it’s obvious!  There isn’t any alternative for many of our national markets at the moment: they’re under-connected so if there is a threat to any particular member state or any particular national constituency of consumers, we can’t say well don’t worry, if you can’t get it from Russia we’ll get gas from somewhere else.  So in the end if someone says to me we need to speak in Europe with a single voice on energy – a lot of people say about European policies, we have to speak with a single voice – well, we’ll never have a single voice in Europe on energy until we have a single European market in energy.  Once we have a single market that works, is open and competitive and brings in supplies from all over – whoever provides the best cheapest secure supplies gets the highest market share – that’s by the way a normal principle of market operation that the people who provide the best services have a higher market share.  In Europe we still think that energy is something to do with our national sovereignty but I am here to tell you that certainly in the British mind this is a distraction.  The energy markets in Europe need to be integrated not on political grounds but in terms of basic self-interest for every business and every ordinary person in Europe.  They need to be integrated because this is the only way we’ll get a security of supply, we’ll get a low-carbon economy and we’ll get competitive supplies which will actually preserve Europe’s competitiveness world-wide.  

Ethical aspect

Up to now I have mainly spoken about the political and economic context in which the EU energy policy works.  Now let me say a few words about the ethical side.

A year ago, a British Judge, Mr Justice Michael Burton ruled that: “A belief in man-made climate change, and the alleged resulting moral imperatives, is capable if genuinely held, of being a philosophical belief for the purpose of the 2003 Religion and Belief Regulations”.  The line of his argument was that it is unlawful to discriminate against a person on the grounds of their religious or philosophical beliefs.

I do not want to enter the debate on whether climate change, and the actions we take to reduce our carbon footprint is a religion or not.  But the motivation to do something to tackle climate concerns does, I think, have a moral aspect.  The lion’s share of the emissions which are thought to cause climate change come from human activities.  And of these, energy is at the root of around 80%.  Therefore it follows – and I know there are people who will argue that the logic is not altogether tight – mankind has a moral duty to do something about his energy use and the impact it has on his environment.

This is not the first time that moral arguments have driven European policy forward.  The quest for peace, democracy, mutual respect, equality and solidarity are at the heart of the European project.  Our climate may be changing, but the Commission’s drive to improve people’s lives and help improve the planet at the same time does not change.

Europe’s energy policy shows that we are prepared to take responsibility for what we have done, and to take action to mitigate the impact and tackle the results of our actions.  And, at the same time, make the world a healthier, more secure and more prosperous place for many people.

I would like to close with words from Jean Monnet himself: ”Continue, continue, there is no future for the people of Europe other than in union…  Make men work together, show them that beyond their differences and geographical boundaries there lies a common interest.”

These words are as relevant today as they were 50 years ago.  We have been enormously successful in removing the Damoclean sword of war from above our heads.  But the threats of energy security and climate change give Monnet’s words renewed significance.

Thank you once again for inviting me this evening.  This is a fascinating subject for debate and I’m happy to answer your questions.

Guy Wilkinson

Well thank you very much indeed Philip.  I think you’ve given us a great deal to think about there with a mix of considerable strategic overview with considerable detailed understanding.  The points about interconnectivity and two-way flows – kind of make one think of plumbing! – very basic but how one sees that it is those basic, in this case physical connections which are at the heart of one of the issues – the market operation that you spoke about.  What also struck me was the way in which ordinary opinion is a real issue, ordinary people’s opinion, and the way you highlighted those three issues where people either misunderstand or don’t want to understand: that’s to say, that cheapness of fuel is not necessarily the answer particularly in terms of encouraging investment in renewables; the question of sovereignty where we still in some quarters think that national sovereignty in energy supply is a desirable thing; and the third issue you mentioned: people’s opinions in relation to amenity, “not in my backyard”.  So there remains for me not only issues of if you like strategic policy, but the old question that comes back to us over and again in matters of European policy, how do we persuade people that what they have taken for granted, and what they think is right and proper is not necessarily the answer for the future?  How do the Commission and the other institutions relate back to people on the ground?  

So I want to open our discussion time by perhaps just putting to you a question.  What do you think in these tasks that you’ve set out for the Commission and therefore the Union generally, what do you think that people as it were like us, people who are not necessarily the strategists, not necessarily the high political leadership, what ought we to be doing to make it more likely that the kind of outcomes on security, competitive markets, low carbon and those other aims that you’ve outlined will come about?  

Philip Lowe

Well, I think the first thing I’ve found in this particular area of policy as opposed to a lot of other areas is that everyone has a view about energy.  They can tell you about their bill, what they don’t like about it, what they can’t understand about it, mostly the lack of information about it: it’s just a fait accompli, you just get it.  And it goes up and it goes down but the degree of lack of control of the situation.  But I think secondly, apart from the fact that everyone has views about it, we need to get a debate going everywhere which zeroes in on some of the very difficult trade-offs here.  We can’t have a set of NGOs telling us that wind farms kill birds – by the way domestic cats kill 50 times more birds than wind farms do but I don’t want to get into a polemic about it - but there is a concern about that and you have to address that concern, how do you locate wind turbines to minimise damage to any local bird population.  Just making it clear that you can’t talk glibly about climate change and a low carbon economy without it affecting businesses and jobs and it affecting our own lives.   Now, one of the big chapters in our action plan which we’re just about to have approved by the Commission and then proposed to the member states – and by the way the heads of state of the European Union are going to devote an entire day only talking about energy with each other, I don’t really believe it actually, because every time the heads of state of the European Union get together they talk about something which is not on their agenda like Romas or gypsies or whatever it is.  But assuming they are going to talk about it, what they want to talk about is three things: one is infrastructure, how do we manage to finance this stuff?   it’s massive to do it.  You can wax lyrical about climate change and wind farms and solar, but without the transmission lines it’s not going to work, it’s not going to work.  So we need to modernise the infrastructures.  Secondly they’re going to talk about Russia, because they’re all by the short and curlies, frankly, a lot of them.  But thirdly, what we want them to talk about is energy efficiency.  They can look at energy efficiency in a rather negative way like telling people to turn off the lights when they leave the room - which is a perfectly good idea.  But energy efficiency in a modern and positive concept is making use of, making sure that whatever you do uses the least energy possible, however much the economy grows, limit the energy intensity as much as possible.  And one of the ways which heads of state can do that is by setting the lead in the public sector.  After all, buildings account for 40% of energy use in any economy in the world but particularly in Europe – 40%.  In Africa it’s a lot less because there are not so many buildings, but in Europe and in the US it’s 40%, and so far we’ve only taken measures for new buildings to be near zero emissions.  Well we actually replace our building stock on average by 1.4% a year, which means that if you want nearly zero emission buildings in terms of heat, light, cooling it’s going to take you somewhere – well about eighty years before you get to zero.  We know that they use 40% of the energy and so how are we going to get to a low-carbon economy by 2050 unless we do something much more ambitious vis-à-vis existing buildings?  And how are we going to do that?  Well I personally think the first thing to do is to get public buildings renovated or mandatorily required to meet certain standards.  If you have a public procurement exercise there should be clear conditions that if you’re going to invest in renovating a new building you have to meet certain standards to do it.  So I’m giving you a too long reply here but the fact is that we’ve just not exercised all these debates sufficiently among us.  The solution may not be the same in every community.  For example it could be possible that groups of farmers could, by recycling their agricultural waste, save themselves a lot of energy and make more profits if they got a biomass plant together, put up a wind farm: that doesn’t require any action by the public authorities as such, though it may require some incentive at the beginning.  There’s a huge amount of awareness raising on how things could be done differently and this is not to make people feel they have to change their behaviour in a negative way.  Do you believe that we should have a low-carbon economy?  Yes.  Do you want your jobs to survive?  Yes.  Therefore you need competitive energy systems.  Thirdly, how then can we do it in a way that is not too environmentally damaging in other senses than the carbon emissions?  And so the first thing is to discuss, the second thing is to see what can be done at local, regional and national level and what has to be done at European level.  I think as far as our level is concerned we continue to be hopeless at getting media attention or even participating in media debates on television or radio about these issues.  They look too local and they get discussed as if they’re local, but in some areas we really do have to have European and national action together to make them work – particularly to make this market in Europe work.

Two very quick points.  One question: whilst I’m not worried about the relation between 450 parts in a million and 2 degrees, it seems to me it’s spurious to think that 450 parts per million will hold it to 2 degrees.  And even if we do that there’s going to be a downward trajectory very very fast and that’s the first big worry that 450 is trotted out, that seems to me to a bad response to the problem.  The second is the whole question of potential solar in the Sahara area - in the Middle East and in North  Africa.  (The project has begun already with a lot of private initiatives.)  It seems to me that given the scale of the problem that that does require investment, I know there are huge political problems, let alone the whole transmission problem but there’s enormous potential it seems if we can produce solar energy on that scale and the technology would then be available to other parts of the world where solar is also a potential.

Quick questions.  First of all, what do you think the priority is for EU governments in terms of the energy question in our economies: now with the financial crisis there are so many issues for industrial countries and for small countries, small economies.  And another point on Russia.  You said and I really understand the dependence of the EU on Russia and for energy; but on the other hand Russia is also very dependent on the EU because they use the largest proportion of Russian energy.  So how worried should Europe be for Russia and the energy security question?

I’m a farmer so coming at it from a different point of view.  I’d like to hear a bit more in the context of energy security about what you feel about biofuels – it’s something that we farmers we hear a lot about in terms of renewables – in the context too of food security, and energy security?

Philip Lowe

The issue is to whether the 450 parts per million CO2 equivalent is adequate.  The doubts that it is adequate only increase the sense of urgency and the need for further ambition.  Maybe some member states think we can get away with just going to 85% reduction in emissions compared with 1990 but probably we are in the 90% range and we are in the 99% electrification, or 99% decarbonisation of energy arrangements, so we agree or I agree with you on the inadequacy of it.  We keep getting bashed on the head by NGOs about it so I tend to agree with that because I can’t find any decent argument against it.  

On the solar energy side, well this is where there seems to be a huge gap in understanding as to what it means to have a large percentage of renewables in your energy mix.  Probably – and if it’s looked at nationally or even on the European continent with the UK and Norway and the Baltics thrown into it - nevertheless probably a better system is one in which solar energy in the Mashreq/Maghreb countries could be exported into the European Union.  It would make sense for them and it would make sense for us.  The question then is how do we actually get the investments going, assuming that we manage to convince these countries that it makes sense to engage in this kind of partnership.  Well that comes on to the next question about what are the priorities in a situation of budgetary and economic crisis and economic recession?  But we’ve got to make clear what’s required to be done to meet the targets that we think are necessary and we’ve got to make clear why not meeting those targets is a higher cost than investing now in what’s going on.  I find it fairly difficult in these discussions on national budgetary restrictions – and they’re not just in the UK, they’re everywhere - that this issue is not getting sufficiently high importance.  It will do by the time the European budget is discussed, and I think our own President realises that notwithstanding the needs of our agricultural sector and traditional structural funds’ areas, we’re going to have to put down a challenge on the energy sector.  Now, we can start off by saying “the user pays” for infrastructure development as well as for generation, and probably we will do that as the main message to the heads of state: we’ll say, this is the challenge and we expect private companies to accept it on the basis of the user pays principle.  We’ve got to make it happen then as well as we can - that requires by the way in this extraordinarily regulated sector, regulators, national regulators.  There are hundreds and thousands of people who work for national regulators, I don’t know whether you realise this: if you add up the number of people who work in the local and national energy regulators it is bigger than the European Commission, far bigger.  I’ve got 200 people working for me in non-nuclear areas and 300 on nuclear inspectors and on nuclear safeguards.   That’s all.  Offgem - I’m not sure how many people it has, but we’re talking about several times bigger than the departments in Brussels, but just get it in mind that in order to make markets work for energy you’ve got to make sure that the market incentives are there so the interconnection needs to be built; you’ve got to persuade the Dutch regulator and the German regulator (if it is a Dutch-German connection) to fix tariffs.  By the way I’ve never known a market where you let officials fix the price but this is another conundrum, this is an over-regulated sector, hugely over-regulated.  But you’ve got first of all to try to make the markets work and try to get the incentives going for those who are prepared to invest, and there are people who are prepared to invest in energy, pension funds and others – there are low returns but relatively risk-free because they go on and on and on, because people use energy constantly.  But then we expect that at least the poorer countries will say, sorry we can’t do this without some help from the European budget.  We would expect that to be the major message.  

Our priorities are central: the first priority is we’ve got to try and make the markets work by implementing the legislation to ensure that there is competition on the market. Secondly we’ve got to try and find the right framework to make sure that these infrastructures are built and that requires some additional – probably some large amounts of public money to support private instruments.  A lot of public debate about these issues, otherwise the public will block these procedures, they will - someone will block the transmission line from the north of Scotland to Manchester or somewhere.  Even if the whole of the country is in agreement someone is going to block it, but it is urgent these things get done, so there’s got to be some democratic process whereby the man and his dog who decides to block a big storage facility in the Alps or the southern part of German is given his chance to persuade the German population and the European population why his case against this project is a good one.  But there’s also got to be an opportunity for those who see the benefits for the whole of the German population to explain to the man and his dog that yes, we can find ways of mitigating the impact on you, but we can’t get away from the fact that we need this storage facility in this new low-carbon economy.  So, get the markets working, get the infrastructure built and actually secure supplies from outside the European Union in a way which does not tie us into any long-term dependence on any one supplier.

Then we come onto the issue of Russia.  Yes, Russia is in an evolutionary situation on this.  It has assumed that there will be continuing dominance and dependence on it by Europe and it has assumed that China will always be prepared to take Russian gas for example and oil; then it finds that the Chinese are not so willing to take the oil and gas at the same prices as the Russians would like, so it finds in the end that we’re actually quite good customers.  But even in a situation some eighteen months ago where the spot price of gas was six times lower than the long-term contract price of Gasprom, six times lower, the only concession which Gasprom made to its long-term customers was that they would give them a 15% reduction for two years because they believed that the gas price would regain its previous levels.  I think we can all argue that there has been a fundamental change in the gas market globally and the Russian situation is less strong than before, but equally it is important for the European Union to make it clear to Russia that it has one philosophy just like they have and it is completely the opposite one to theirs.  We want an open and competitive market with diversified sources of supply and they want monopoly, exclusive long-term contracts.  And the answer is we can’t agree on that, but we can agree that we have a stable partnership, and that they will always be a very important competitor on the market because they are our neighbours and they’re doing a good job, they have on the whole given us stable supplies. So I think that things are gradually moving there but I don’t think that in the public utterances of either of the Medvedevs or Mr Putin you will see much change in the old view that their view is that they are an empire based on resources.  The President Medvedev - not the head of Gasprom but the other one – says we’ll need to modernise Russia and open up markets.  One of the things they could do in Russia is to actually remove from Gasprom its exclusive capacity to export gas from Russia.  It’s an extraordinary situation: there are gas companies in Russia who could export to Europe and compete with Gasprom but oh no, that’s not what they do.  If you want to export gas from Russia and you’re a gas company you have to go to Gasprom and pay Gasprom prices.  I think that by engaging with the Russians the European Union can get some stable relationship going but they have to be absolutely convinced that our determination to keep the markets open and competitive is rock hard and that we will build the interconnections inside the European Union so there can be no threats to any particular part of it which would be serious.  And frankly I’ve often said to the Gasprom people, listen, if you want to come into the UK market you’d be welcome, more competition, a new supplier – you’re not a big supplier in the UK for the moment; but in Bulgaria you’ve got 100%, there’s no-one can get in and the contracts which you’ve discussed with them go to 2045 to the local monopolists.  There’s no possibility of competition taking place until we really make it clear to them that we can’t accept that situation: we need open competitive markets which offer choice to businesses and secure supplies and no threatened disruption.

Now on biofuels: there’s a lot of emotions around biofuels.  My Commissioner and I have come in six months ago and discovered a big problem on biofuels.  As far as I remember from when I was reading about it as a lay person – not like you but like a lot of us – I seem to remember a lot of people arguing for the contribution of biofuels to the energy mix particularly for transport in Europe.  And then within ten years it is now completely the opposite.  I’ve had Birdlife International and RSPB and everyone flying round my head this morning telling me that indirect land use, the impact of land use change for biofuels was extremely damaging and we should effectively…  and I said are you really saying we should have no biofuels in Europe at all?  If that’s what your definition of sustainability is, well how big is the risk?  Now I think there must be some concern about sustainability and also concern about food security and about environmental impact and social impact particularly in third countries.  But I don’t see why we have to on an ideological basis eliminate any potential for biofuels production when it’s just simply a transfer of agricultural land from one purpose to another.  And it would be very nice if the technologies on second-generation biofuels were highly developed, but they just don’t work, most of them.  If it’s a question of hacking down rainforests or destroying habitats or alternatively even just replacing a crop with another crop and having a clearly negative effect on emissions as well as on the environment, then we should stop that.  But I don’t see why we should be so negative about the first generation of biofuels that we give the impression to everyone that we shouldn’t be encouraging it at all.  Because there must be some contribution to it just as there is a contribution from other forms of agricultural production which are not necessarily needed for food but can be used in other forms.  Now does that mean we are not going to meet the objective in the renewables Directive of 10% of transport fuels being biofuels or electromobility?  Well it could mean that, but for the moment we’ve got to just try to think, just try and take a conclusion on all this debate on indirect land use impacts and sustainability and come up with a formula.  And I think it goes wider than biofuels to biomass in general and according to the renewables plans of the member states there’s lots of biomass in their plans for renewables.  But I don’t know, as a lay person or maybe as a previous development person, I find it very difficult this carbon accounting where you’re able to burn ships from cutting down certain woodland on the grounds that you were going to replace that woodland eventually and therefore by the time it comes to 2050 you’ll have a neutral effect environmentally on carbon emissions because you will have planted another tree in its place.  I think we’ve got to be a bit cleverer than that, but I don’t know what the answer is, and maybe you should tell me what it is.

You talked about Russia and I agree entirely with you, but what about the more important problem of the United States and its consumption or over-consumption of energy?   And secondly I’m alarmed to hear your comment about the lack of competition still - because I can remember struggling through various internal market directives before, when I was a member of the Economic and Social Committee, and wonder if it was all for nothing?

I’d be grateful for some comments on China.  There are questions there particularly of finite resources such as rare earths particularly found in China – and they recently announced that they are going to restrict these exports. 

I have a part-question, part-musing about the nature of democracy insofar as it relates to energy.  Really I suppose it’s just the tension between a) the need for some reaction to all the equipment and b) maybe the costs are much lower and the benefit is much greater, but the tension in the democracy is obviously understandable and one hears the UKIP response to some of the infrastructure issues.  One of the problems I suppose is that while you’re dealing with democracy on the one hand, on the other you’re dealing with the experts like yourself - a small cohort of the advised and educated folk who say what’s going on.   The opposite side is very common and likes to say in the UK, is as you rightly say, let the infrastructure decisions be taken elsewhere - in France, eastern Europe, Scotland deliberately obstructing progress.  One way to deal with that tension is to sidestep democracy and the existing processes as such and then observe the reaction –  let it be known actually that the issues are far more complicated and we have to work in the global interest and so things really do need to be streamlined, and we actually do want to centralise it all – and then maybe we should compensate in certain ways local people and then just get on with it.  After all in East Anglia where I come from we cling to windmills which are one or two hundred years old and not very useful, but my philosophy is that if we haven’t used this for fuel let’s just get on with it and understand where we have gone wrong and admit that we are old and out of date.  That having been said I am very very keen not to have any turbines in my area!!!

Philip Lowe

Well, may I start on the US.  I’m not sure what the European Union can actually do about energy efficiency inside the US as such, except point to the example of what policies can be adopted and use multi-lateral negotiations to demonstrate how out of line the US is on the existing ones.  Now we have a programme called energy stars, we have an Eco-design system on things like light bulbs but also on very easy things, things that everyone can understand and need to be efficient – like air-conditioners, vents, motors, cooling motors.  We are setting standards there and we are hoping that the US will agree with us on the same standards which is important from an export-import point of view, that they should accept ours and we should accept theirs.  But at the moment we are finding it very difficult to get them to agree on that and I think that’s not good.  And frankly I find our relationship with the US less satisfactory in the energy area even than with Russia because at least with Russia we’re talking about real things whereas with the US, either we’re in a competitive situation or we’re just not on the same page.  But maybe the competitive environment in new technologies will actually in the end produce the required change.  To be optimistic about it the US economy needs to have in it enterprises that are actually involved in all these new technologies in order to remain competitive world-wide and maybe the effect of that global competition will be that standards rise in the US including on the fuel efficiency of cars.  

I wouldn’t be pessimistic about – I would be impatient about the lack of progress on the creation of an internal market on energy as I think I indicated before, but the fact is that we are coming from a very, very regulated situation which was preceded by a monopoly situation with fragmented markets, and things don’t change overnight and generally speaking, the response of governments and indeed the European Union to a lack of competition is to have more regulation.  Well my own experience in the competition area is don’t use regulation if you can avoid it, but try and get people to compete.  Because most of the companies who come and see me about things these days, curiously compared with the competition field, aren’t worried about their competitors, they’re always arguing for a change in regulations.  The mentality of the sector is entirely devoted to influencing the regulation in the interest of companies rather than in creating conditions where competition will take place.  Now I think the third package of liberalisation following your great efforts is an improvement, but it requires a lot of political drive, and a lot of work by the competition authorities to make these markets start working properly.  I think one thing is we shouldn’t give up now, we’re just on the point of getting there, we should really push it forward.

On China – no, you’re right, looking at low-carbon economies is no good unless you put it into a context of resource-efficiency in Europe, and a resource-efficient Europe has to look at all the - not just carbon emissions but also sustainability of supplies of rare earths among other things.  Not that there are not rare earths available elsewhere, but the economics of it are such that unfortunately China is the place it is most easy to source them in.  Now China is one of the countries that says – well they’re doing as much investment in clean technologies and in solar and in wind as we are.  In absolute terms the money that’s being put in there is greater than what the European Union is putting in.  But their technology is not as developed and they depend on us to that extent.  I think that the relationship with China is crucial but I would imagine that from a security of supply point of view we’ve got to come up to the same conclusions as we have vis-à-vis gas and other materials, that we need a policy of diversification as well as – diversification of energy mix as well as diversification of sources of supply.  Because there is another thing that we’re going to have to deal with, and that is that the more you have an interconnected European infrastructure the more energy mix which is regarded as a national competence is a bit blurred.  For example the Austrians hate nuclear but there is quite a significant interconnection in electricity between France and Germany and Austria so probably every Austrian consumer is actually consuming nuclear energy but he doesn’t know it.  We can live with that.  But I think you’re right, and the Commission’s launched a whole series of discussions about resource efficiency now which is going to lead probably to this headline of low-carbon economy being resource-efficient low carbon economy.  We’re getting there, but it makes the problem even more complex to deal with than it is at the moment.  

More democracy.  A lot of people say that the European Union is part of the problem in permitting decisions as well as part of the solution because we’ve always had very strong environmental ministers in Brussels, they always feel very strong amongst themselves, and the Environmental Impact Directive provisions, the Turin principles are carefully applied and are always quoted to us by those who are objecting to energy infrastructures as the reason why they can’t accelerate the procedures.  So we’ve got to look at our own book on that but fundamentally it’s going to be very difficult for us to argue for less democracy, by saying you’ve only got three months to decide on this, or one year.  It comes back to this issue that before the projects actually go into a planning procedure, have we really aired the benefits and the costs of these projects beforehand?  Does anyone know what the implications of not doing them are?  Therefore I think there’s a huge deficit – the deficit that we have to fill in is the awareness of the costs of not getting on with this infrastructure development and not developing this internal market in Europe.  If we got that message over then specific projects can examine different options to achieve the objective which they are set to achieve.  And they can argue about whether it should be this side of the Wash or that side of the Wash according to habitats etc etc but the fundamental debate before we start has to be influenced by the costs of not engaging in these investments.  And you can imagine the reaction in the UK if one says:  “Brussels imposes three-year permitting procedure deadline”.  It would be killed.   It’s going to be killed anyway, not just in the UK, but I think this is the problem: we can’t argue for acceleration of our permitting procedures until we’ve actually got the case over of broadly why these things are necessary.  And the case is not being set out in the media or anywhere else, it’s mostly about local objections to specific projects.  But the actual rationale of the thing hasn’t been explained.

Guy Wilkinson

I think we’ll probably have to stop there unfortunately as I know Philip you have to go on to another event this evening so I think sadly – there’s so much in this that remains to be delved into.  But I do think what you’ve highlighted for me is that trio of complexity and urgency and significance, importance of these issues.  Those three for me have come through very clearly and I don’t think certainly on the complexity I had quite understood many of the things that you’ve made out for us.  And I think your last comment which in a sense goes back to my first point, which is how do we put with greater clarity these issues before the people, before ourselves as it were, in such a way that the case is made and decisions can be made openly and in knowledge.  So I want to really thank you for coming to us this evening and for giving us this really important and helpful overview of a person in a position both to know and to influence all our futures.  I think we wish you very well in these coming two or three years but we really do thank you for what you have given us this evening.  
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