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1. Why the fight against climate change must remain an urgent priority.
1. The starting point for the climate change policy of the EU is science. The best science available sends us, on the basis of an impressively world wide consensus build particularly during these last years, the following main messages:

· Global warming is happening and it is caused by human activity

· The danger threshold of temperature increase that we should not cross is defined by the danger level of 2 degrees Celsius above the pre-industrial temperature. Should global warming exceed that danger level the consequences are unforeseen;

· All the projections in the latest IPCC assessment advise that global warming will exceed this threshold unless worldwide emissions of greenhouse gases are cut deeply ie by at least 50%  in 2050 compared with the 1990 level of global emissions. 
· The window of opportunity for avoiding dangerous climate change is closing fast – the estimate of 2 degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels means 1.2 degrees Celsius above today's temperatures. Studies have shown us that a 1% increase in temperature is already unavoidable due to the already accumulated gazes in the atmosphere. Therefore the Copenhagen agreement is almost certainly the world’s last chance to put global emissions onto a trajectory that can keep us out of the danger zone. 

· The failure to prevent dangerous climate change will cost far more than the collective effort necessary in order to mitigate it. According to Lord Stern's report, prepared for the UK government, inaction will cost between 5% and 20% of global annual GDP. Delay will only increase the cost and decrease the chances of success. 
The current debate of the costs of the necessary climate change policy is reminiscent of the debate regarding the economic impact of the Kyoto Protocol, the final cost of which according to best estimates available is only 0.5% of the GDP of the Member States of the European Union (EU), not per annum but in fact during its entire period of implementation. So this leads to the economic recession. 
The economic crisis – and the stimulus measures needed to counter it – have turned out to be, in many respects, a golden opportunity to accelerate targeted investment and move into the green economy of the future. This is widely recognised and the European Economic Recovery Plan – similar to the US, China, South Korea and others is designed, not sufficiently ecologists would argue, to boost the economy through investment in energy efficient technologies and renewable energy, leading to lower-carbon growth and green jobs.
2. EU commitments

The EU's initiatives have sent strong signals of determination and have established an indisputable EU leadership in the global effort to reach a strong outcome in Copenhagen. 
We have unilaterally and in a legally compulsory form committed ourselves that by 2020:

· our emissions will be 20% lower than in 1990 (and we will agree to 30% if an international agreement is secured);
· 20% of our energy will come from renewable resources 
· we will reduce energy intensity by 20% by 2020. 
The issue of adapting to climate change is also very important and is an indispensable complement to the effort of mitigating global emissions. The European Commission has therefore published a white paper this year on the how the EU must prepare itself to adapt to climate change and to the necessary transition to a low carbon economy. 

Climate change is aggravating the damage already done to ecosystems and biodiversity on which our economic and social well-being ultimately depends. We desperately need healthy ecosystems because they play a major role in regulating the climate – just think of the billions of tonnes of carbon the Amazon rainforest sequesters – as well as in facilitating adaptation. So the survival of ecosystems and biodiversity will be a key measure of the success or failure of our overall policy on the environment. 
2. Copenhagen: key conditions to reach success
The more exciting development on the road to Copenhagen Climate Conference, during the last months, is the evolution of the position of the United States.  The determination of the Obama Administration to put in place domestic climate change legislation is a sea change that has greatly improved the prospects for success at Copenhagen. 
Since 2005, the European Union has been developing its positions for this conference concentrating on the post-2012 action. In January 2009 the European Union produced a communication on this issue specifically and its four key elements are:
1. Developed Countries – developed counties must make the effort to lead  the reduction effort. We must reduce our collective emissions between 25 and 40% below 1990 levels by 2020. We have committed ourselves into this process. We are leading by example and aim to bring all the developed countries to meet the same objectives. However, that does not mean that every country must reach exactly the same figure. It means that collectively we must reach the same or comparable and compatible level of ambition. Indeed the focus of Copenhagen must be that we reach the appropriate level of ambition in order to avoid the climate change and resulting increase in temperature – so clearly there can be differing targets among countries depending on their capabilities and responsibilities, and to facilitate this we have proposed a possible methodology on how to compare the national targets and corresponding efforts of mitigation.
2. The Emerging Economies - it is quite clear that a global agreement that would not be really global and would involve only efforts and sacrifices from the developed countries is simply not an option: it is not realistic politically, and even worse would not serve the main purpose – which is to avoid crossing the temperature increase threshold. We have said it is our communication, developing countries collectively should reduce their level of emissions to 15-30% below business as usual levels by 2020. That means that their emissions could continue to grow but not at the current pace. This target should enable developing countries to continue with their economic growth and we believe that each of them, (certainly the important ones and hopefully all of them) should both grow and implement a national low carbon development strategy; The purpose of susch a strategy would be to set mitigation actions for each key emitting sector; and identify the actions to limit emissions that can be implemented using domestic resources, and also identify those for which external financial and technical support will be needed.
3. Finance – we tend to see finance as the most important single aspect of making or breaking the Copenhagen agreement. Finance is extremely important - the developed world will have to substantially scale up its financial and technological support to help the developing countries address both the mitigation and adaptation to climate change. The EU is committed to provide its fair share of this funding, but will need to do so on the basis of a mix of private and public resources including the key contribution of an expanded international carbon market. It is a difficult debate and the economic crisis is a factor which has made it even more difficult but the EU is committed to settling our position well in advance of Copenhagen and assuming the part of the responsibility that we consider to be ours.
4. Global Carbon Market - it is important to understand that we see our European Union Emission Trading Scheme (EU ETS) as the essential piece of our panoply of instruments to achieve our own objectives of emissions reduction. The global carbon market can also be a major source of the additional financing needed for the success of the common effort. In the EU we believe that at least half of the revenue from the total auctioning of emission allowances should be used to combat climate change both at home and abroad. Our vision is that all developed countries should have a domestic cap and trade programme in place by 2013, with the aim of forming an OECD wide market by 2015.
The discussion now underway in the US to set a US federal cap and trade system is extremely encouraging and probably the most important part of the whole effort aiming at preparing this great country to contribute and to lead as needed on the way to Copenhagen and beyond. Hopefully this will allow the transatlantic carbon market to become the engine that will lead us in fulfilling this indispensable vision.
One more important issue concerns the Offsets - I know this is a big debate in the US.  We want to see the Clean Development Mechanism substantially reformed - credits should recognise projects that deliver real additional reduction of emissions and we believe that in the emerging countries the highly competitive sectors should be phased out and replaced by a sectoral crediting mechanism that would generate credits once a whole sector does better than an agreed emissions benchmark. A sectoral crediting mechanism of that kind should pave the way for developing countries to introduce cap and trade systems of their own from around 2020.
Conclusion

I hope these key elements give you the picture of how we are preparing for Copenhagen. We can clearly not succeed without both an ambitious and a politically realistic approach - we believe that in the EU we have developed a coherent vision incorporating all key elements of the possible deal in Copenhagen that can be acceptable to the developing and the developed countries. We are proposing the global vision, the targets and the disciplines that concerns us and others, we put forward our own including commitment on the key issue of finance, and we insist on the central importance for each participant of the domestic legislation including the cap and trade system (the EU ETS), which is crucial in order to enable us to reach our targets and ambitions. We are of course open to other views and to improvements. Fundamentally however, what we need and what we hope to see from all key participants is first the right vision and then the appropriate and convincing internal preparations to deliver the commitments we will all need to make.
Thank you for your attention to this introduction and I look forward to the debate.
Questions and Answers
1. It is clear international cooperation is needed to address the issue of climate change - how is it possible to ensure the EU the US work together?
Mr. Pangratis:  There is one central challenge, beyond technicalities, between the EU and US. It is simple and it is fundamental – it is the question whether we will be able to reach in Copenhagen the level of ambition needed. Of course EU and the ES need to be work together. It's clear the world cannot find a solution without the EU and the US working very closely together. The EU is exercising its own kind of leadership. The US leadership is equally indispensible now, if we are to facilitate movement by others and move into the global solution needed. 

The Obama Administration and the EU are very committed to working together; we speak the same language on this issue - which is a huge change - that’s why I talked about the 'sea change'. But the bottom line of the common challenge we are facing is whether this great country will be able to meet, through appropriate internal processes, the level of ambition required to enables us globally to define and meet the required targets. 
The definition of the transatlantic challenge has changed – with the previous administration the challenge was ”can we really work together?” “can we do better?” with the Obama Administration we are clearly working together and we are doing much better. Thus, the definition of the challenge has changed and as I said before it has became “can we reach the ambition required?”  It is quite clear that in that process everyone is looking to the US now. 
Concerning the chances to commit the others, particularly Cina, let me give you a personal point of view: Lets think for a moment: why has the EU advanced so much more on the issue of climate change compared with anybody else? I believe there are two main reasons:
1. European public opinion is much more sensitive to this issue of climate change and more generally to the environment and this public opinion naturally pushes its governments to act.
2. The nature of governance of the EU – under some circumstances the EU is a formidable mechanism pushing MS in the right direction. No minister wants to be the 'bad guy' compared with its colleagues and in the eyes of the public opinion. When you have a meeting of ministers and you have one minister saying that we should combat climate change in a certain way he/she can be isolated and it might not happen. If however the case is convincing and no obvious objection can be raised and explained, others will tend to recognize a good idea. When you have 7 ministers supporting a positive measure to fight climate change, it becomes far harder for the 8th   minister to appear or make his country appear less committed to such a widely supported common purpose. For the 27th it's directly impossible. Far from being a mechanism of additional bureaucratic and decision making mechanism, the EU –again under the right circumstances and on specific issues- transforms itself into a formidable governance mechanism that combats very successfully national government inertia, lack of motivation or bureaucratic resistance at the level of MS administrations.
The same logic applies to some extend globally now - for as along as the EU is alone in promoting a global and comprehensive view of what is needed for Copenhagen there is no guarantee of a breakthrough really happening. From the moment we have the US committed to the process with compatible solutions and the comparable level of ambition (and the latter is the current challenge as I mentioned before) it will become more and more difficult for the rest of the world not to follow/adapt. The world has a chance to meet the challenge but it has a chance provided this great country finds a way to reach the necessary level of ambition. 

How we should measure in a concrete way the ambition of our targets? We are flexible in this regard - we have proposed criteria and elements of compatibility. The 1990 basis is strong because it’s the globally agreed basis to measure levels of emissions reductions, but we can measure on different bases, or can compare different bases of measurement, but at the end of the day we must meet the substance of the challenge we are facing ie reduce emissions as needed.
2. What will happen if the required international agreement is not reached at Copenhagen? How can we ensure China gets involved and sets the required emission reduction goals?
Mr. Pangratis: The result and consequences of Copenhagen will be very important.  If we get it wrong in Copenhagen we can be certain there will be extremely serious consequences globally. The big asset we have as an international community is simply the common vested interest involved in this whole process -  our inter dependence is so big that we'll end up finding some kid of answer and common solutions. The question is : will we collectively be able to do so in time, minimising the temperature increase thus the costs of adaptation?
Concerning China, the challenge of defining how exactly and how much China should contribute is enormous. China has become so important regarding emissions that it has to be part of the global discipline to be. This is true for all the significant emerging economies.

Before the global economic crisis the EU and the US together represented close to 60% of the global nominal GDP. I don’t want to get into scenarios regarding what we will do if certain parties do not cooperate at Copenhagen, you all follow the tensions of the internal debate on this issue, but the degree of inter-dependence between the EU the US and China particularly is so high that there are very good arguments to get some discipline on that.
Concerning the possible consequences of the non agreement, it is of course important to think and plan about adaptation. I do believe however that the debate should concentrate not so much  on the apocalyptic side of the disasters to come but in fact on the need to see the opportunity involved in this debate. It is the economy of the future that we are talking about – I don’t think we collectively recognise enough what an 80% reduction in emissions compared with 1990 levels means - for our business, our way of living including our every day lives – it corresponds to a real threshold for humanity, an evolution towards a new kind of economy. Within the only few next decades we have to move into a new phase in the way we produce and consume and it is there that the new and enormous opportunity lies. The whole debate should be how quickly we can move to get it right as those who get it right first will draw the best and biggest benefit. That is what it’s about – those who have difficulty to adapt will lag behind. Combine this with the economic crisis and the importance of the real economy. Serious studies have been undertaken regarding this new industrial revolution, examining not only the threats but the huge opportunity that is presented, and that is how we should try to position ourselves when we think about and prepare for the future.
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