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In the following 20 minutes I will try to answer three questions: where are we in the European energy policy, how do consumers benefit and are there conflicts between vision and reality.

Where are we? Where do we come from?

If you look back in recent European energy history you can easily identify the following phases:
· The fear of post-war Europe to be short of energy. It led to the creation of the European Coal and Steel Community – ECSC - and Euratom

· The shock after the soaring oil price in 1973 and subsequently in 1979 which led the then 9 Member States of the European Economic Community – EEC - to coordinated measures. Energy saving, renewables and nuclear became the most beloved subjects. The EEC started an energy research programme

· The fear in the eighties to loose our industrial competitiveness which led to the completion of the Internal Market under the new Maastricht Treaty in 1992. The internal energy market was part of it, a process that took years to implement and which is probably not yet finished

Although energy was always on the European agenda - it even started the European process of unification - it was rarely on the front pages of the newspapers. Energy was not sexy. And the Member States were not bent on having an Energy Commissioner. They preferred the trade or the competition dossier. Energy was like a sleeping tiger.

But now the tiger is let loose. Energy even dominates the agenda of the European institutions. 

What has happened?

First of all, we became aware of the risks of climate change and we realised that we need a

U-turn of our energy policy. Astonishingly or not, climate issues became a common European issue.

Secondly, we recognised our energy dependence. To be too much dependent on energy imports was seen as an imminent danger particularly in times of soaring oil and gas prices. Threatened by climate change and energy dependence the EU launched what they called an energy package. 

The energy package includes a 20% increase in efficiency, 20% less greenhouse gas emissions, 20% Renewables, all in 2020. Twenty became a magic number. Emissions trading will include auctioning of CO2-emissions from 2013 onwards, and the high voltage grids expect a new regime.

You know the details and I therefore concentrate my short speech on a few aspects.

The energy package shows that the European Union is committed to make energy a priority in her agenda. Compared with the energy price crisis in the 70s we are no longer looking for coordinated national solutions but for legally binding European ones. The energy objectives are not left to the market but are given by political decisions. Europe decides how much energy must be saved, how much CO2 is allowed to be emitted, how much energy the refrigeraters can use, how many years  the production of electric bulbs is allowed, in other words, after a market phase we are now in a period of regulation.

Energy policy is more and more decided in Brussels, no longer in the capitals of the Member States. 

The most striking consequences of this Europeanization are in my opinion the following ones:

· Electricity and gas companies become European if not global players. We also experience a process of concentration. The big companies are becoming bigger and bigger, but they also get competition from a growing number of small companies. 

· Climate policy is a European policy. Our commitment to climate abatement forces us to legally binding quota to reduce greenhouse gases. The quota are imposed by European directives. There is no national wafer.

· The 20% obligation for renewables is a clear intervention into the national energy mix. It is the first time in the young history of the EU that all three institutions – Parliament, Council, Commission – agree on a fixed share of one energy source. Who knows what will come next?

· There is a growing majority of those who want the EU to speak with one voice in external energy matters.

· Although our public opinions are still not the same - take the different views about nuclear in Austria and in the Czech Republic – they draw nearer. More and more countries seem to be convinced that our overall energy objectives cannot be matched without nuclear. We all agree on the importance of Renewables. And we need to join our forces in all sectors of energy research.

· Our wording has changed. There is a growing tendency to speak of a single European energy strategy. Strategy means to act in common, to have the same objective, to join our forces, to obey one rule. 

In my political lifetime which covers the last 30 years of European experience I have seen a clear move towards a European energy policy although this process is far from being completed. Energy policy is still a shared responsibility, shared between the Member States and the EU. But the trend goes via Brussels.

What will be the next steps?

The future is open and the new Commission is certainly free to make her choice. But after all what we know today we might be faced with the following subjects:

· The implementation of the already agreed measures to reduce the emission of greenhouse gases. The pressure increases to go beyond a 20% reduction until 2020.

· An initiative to transform the low voltage grids into smart or intelligent grids. 

· The development of a super grid to connect the future offshore wind parks and the still far away solar power stations in North Africa with the existing grid

· Binding rules for nuclear waste disposal and nuclear safety

· And perhaps the concentration of all energy related matters in the hand of one Commissioner

Concerning our foreign energy relations I very much count on a dynamic development of the Union for the Mediterranean which foresees a Mediterranean Solar Plan to install concentrating solar power in the desert. The Eastern Partnership is a similar project and will be a strategic agreement with the EU's eastern neighbours. Its geographical scope is to consist of Armenia, Georgia, Azerbaijan, Moldova and Ukraine. The Czech Presidency endorses the project and will hopefully make it a reality. We will also have more cooperation agreements with third countries on nuclear issues.

If our relations with Russia improved, if Russia became interested in a closer cooperation with Europe, I would even foresee something like a strategic partnership with Russia which could also include the United States of America. Europe's future depends very much on the relations with her immediate neighbours, particularly with Russia. 

What does this policy mean for the citizen? 

First of all the citizen has the right to buy his or her electricity and gas where he or she wants. Competition makes it legally possible. And the improvement of the grids, the interconnectors make it practically happen. The citizen has even the right to be informed to know where his or her electricity comes from, whether it is green, yellow or nuclear, or whether it is simply cheap. 

In addition, the Member States are free to impose on the utilities a certain amount of public service obligations. They can for example forbid the utilities to cut off the electricity supply in winter in case the client is unable to pay. Utilities can be obliged to offer a low energy price to the poor in order to avoid energy poverty. Energy is considered a public service whether the companies are private or state-owned.

A third advantage is an increased energy security. By connecting our regional and national grids we improve the energy security. By creating common rules and standards, by improving the quality of the grids, we increase their reliability and reduce the risks of blackouts.

And hopefully energy is offered at a decent price. Competition rules and regulators guarantee that the most economic measures are taken to provide us with affordable electricity and gas.  

Solidarity is another keyword in our energy policy. In case of need, a EU member has the right to be supported by the others. One for all, all for one – like the three musqueteers.

And last not least Europe increases her weight by speaking with one voice with third countries. I know that we are still cosmic distances away from this objective but we are nevertheless coming closer to this end.

Why is energy so important for the cohesion of the European Union? Why is the citizen so important?

The answer is obvious. Because energy – like water – is considered as a public service. The credibility of governments, of our political system depends very much on the availability of these two commodities.

In order to understand the importance of a public service for the survival of a society a look at the Roman Empire might be helpful.

In ancient Rome the Consularis Aquarum was one of the most influential persons of the empire. He was responsible for the water management of the state. The big cities got their water from an aqueductus which ended in a castellum or a water tower. The castellum had three outlets. The upper one served the wealthiest part of the population, those with a water pipe and golden water tabs. The opening in the middle led water to the fountains who were erected in the honour of the emperor. The lowest one served the public basins to feed the people and the animals.  If there were not enough water the first ones to be cut off the water supply were the houses and palaces of the rich citizens. Then came the public fountains in honour of the emperor. The last ones to be cut off were the public basins. Water was considered as a basic need. Because the Romans knew that the lack of water could easily cause a rebellion. The credibility of the roman political system depended to a large extent on the availability of water.

I do not know whether we are to a certain degree the followers of the Romans. But we could learn from their experience. The availability of water and energy for everyone is vital for the survival of a society.

So far our visions and the European Directives allow us to make the visions a reality.

But are we really on track? Does reality follow our visions?

In order to discuss this question I would like to come back to our 20-20-20 objective, 20% more efficiency, 20% less greenhouse gases and 20% renewables in 2020 in the EU. It would even be 30% less greenhouse gases if the Americans would join us in our ambitious goals. We deem these objectives necessary to keep global warming within the limits of 2º Celsius.

To be very frank: there is no physical law that prevents us from fulfilling these objectives. It could be done. 

But will it be done? Are the goals realistic?

Experience shows us that there is a gap between vision and reality. Data show that the 15 
EU - Member States sharing a common target under the Kyoto Protocol achieved only a reduction of their greenhouse gases by 2.7% between the base year and 2006. The European Environmental Agency writes that the policies and measures in place as of today will not be sufficient for the EU-15 to meet its Kyoto target, as they are expected to push down emissions between 2006 and 2010 to an average level only 3.6% below the base-year emissions. Therefore, they propose additional measures like the use of carbon sinks, the EU Emissions Trading Scheme, the Kyoto Mechanisms like CDM or JI, all measures proposed in the EU energy and climate change package the European Commission proposed in January 2008.

We also should be careful with our statistics. Higher costs for fossil fuel power stations increase the price of electricity which encourages deindustrialisation. Manufacture is delocalised into other countries which helps us to improve our national greenhouse gas statistics but puts an additional greenhouse burden on developing countries. We call it carbon leakage.

In a recent study it was estimated that Britain for example reduced her CO2 emissions by 15% but exported 19% of her emissions to third countries. 

Similar observations can be made concerning energy efficiency. Experience shows again that the efficiency improves if the price of energy is high. Saving energy saves money. But which politician wants to announce to his possible voters in an election campaign that he will do everything to increase energy prices once elected? 

Energy efficiency improves at a rate between 1 and 1,5%. It should be at least 3% if we were to reach our goals. And energy consumption is far from shrinking. The unforeseen economic recession might help but is not welcome as an ally. After the recession might come an upturn and energy consumption will again increase – and with the energy consumption emissions will go up as well.

A share of 20% renewables seems to be realistic. But again, renewables are costly and in times of recession many companies or Member States might say charity begins at home or blood is thicker than water. They might reduce their investment in renewables.

One of the reasons why we are not on track is bureaucracy. We wanted to liberalize the market, but we ended up with an enormous regulation. There are too many assumptions and restrictions, too many technical details to be observed, or to put it in mathematical terms: our energy policy is over-determined. Over-determined in the simplest case means that you have three equations and two unknowns. The degree of freedom is under zero. Such a system has no solution, in technical systems it becomes unstable and collapses. 

In conclusion one might say that our energy goals are easier said than done. Churchill once said that whatever your visions are, occasionally you should look at the facts. Unfortunately the facts are not encouraging.

If I was asked for an advice I would radically simplify our energy regulations. There are definitely too many and we loose all perspectives. Some measures even cancel each other out. We have too many requirements. Recently a study published in Germany showed how it came about that our windmills don't save CO2. An astonishing result, in other words, a paradox. 

Fix the amount of CO2 to be emitted every year, make it legally binding and leave the implementation to the industry and the consumer. The ones who emit more have to buy emission rights, those who emit less can sell them. That's all. And leave the choice of the technology to the industry. Including nuclear. 

I know that in some countries this is politically not correct but certainly more climate friendly because of the guaranteed success. If we were really committed to CO2 abatement we should make corrections to our rules – or as the French say we should corriger le tir, or in my own words, let us shoot, but in an other direction.
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