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Keare Anders Fogh Rasmussen, traede 1, hindfast

Jeg skriver til dig for at opfordre dig til at seette EU’s klima- og energipakken hejest pa dagsordnen
til medet 1 Det Europeeiske RAd senere pa ugen.

Jeg gér ud fra, at medet i hgj grad vil sta i finanskrisens tegn, men den seneste udvikling i
diskussionerne om pakken ger det nodvendigt, at Det Europaiske Rad sender meget klare signaler i
Ministerradet.

Det er sdledes afgorende, at der holdes fast i dobbeltbeslutningen fra Det Europaiske Rads mede i
marts sidste ar. Det vil veere adeleeggende for EU’s troveaerdighed i de internationale
klimaforhandlinger, hvis der kan rejses tvivl om, hvorvidt EU virkelig er villig til at reducere sine
drivhusgasudslip med 30% i tilfelde af en international aftale.

Jeg forstér, at det franske formandskab har foreslaet, at dobbeltbestutningen i realiteten settes ud af
kraft. Hvis opjusteringen af reduktionsmalet fra 20% til 30% vil krseve fornyet behandling efter
proceduren for feelles beslutningstagen, eksisterer 30% malsetningen reelt kun som idé og ikke som
en trovaerdig forhandlingsposition.

Jeg vil kraftigt opfordre dig til at melde utvetydigt ud, at Danmark stetter den automatiske
opjustering. Det var den linie, der blev fastlagt i folketingsvedtagelse V66 fra d. 27. maj, og samme
position indtog Europaparlamentets miljoudvalg i sidste uge. Der er ganske enkelt intet, som tyder
pé, at 20% reduktion i EU vil bidrage tilstrackkeligt til, at den globale opvarmning kan holdes under
Danmarks og EU’s smertegreense pa 2 grader Celcius.
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Jeg formoder, at der pd medet vil vaere lande, som vil forsege at vinde opbakning til forslag om at
undtage elsektoren fra det krav om 100% auktionering af udledningstilladelser i 2013, der 14 i
Kommissionens forslag, og som parlamentet har bakket op om.

Dette krav er en fundamental del af pakken. Kravet vil betyde, at enhver udledning af CO2 kommer
~ til at koste, og det vil f4 stor effekt pa beslutninger om fremtidige investeringer, og dermed bane ve;

for opfyldelse af malet om 20% vedvarende energi i EU i 2020.

Jeg vil opfordre dig til, at Danmark fortszetter sin stzerke linie og gor det klart, at

energisektoren skal undergs 100 % aktionering fra 2013

Der er ogsé lande, som ensker, at en stor del af den energitunge industri skal tildeles flere
gratiskvoter. De argumenterer med, at virksomhederne vil blive udsat for unfair konkurrence fra
virksomheder uden for EU, hvis en global aftale ikke indgés, og at disse virksomheder vil oge deres
udledning at CO2 (sékaldt “carbon leakage™).

Det er vigtigt, at debatten om effekter af klimaregulering pd konkurrenceevnen bliver fort pa et
faktabaseret grundlag, og i den forbindelse er det vaerd at lzgge meerke til, at @konomi- 0g
Erhvervsministeriet har foretaget en analyse, som viser, at energiudgifterne har meget lille betydning
for den danske industris konkurrenceevne (se @konomisk Tema nr. 7, s. 55). Analysen bekrefter
séledes EU-Kommissionens vurderinger af, at det er meget f3 typer af virksomheder, der reelt vil
vare konkurrenceudsatte.

Jeg vil derfor opfordre dig til at slutte op om Kommissionens budskab om, at diskussionen om
carbon leakage bor baseres pa fakta, og at der ikke kan blive tale om rundhindet uddeling af
flere gratis forureningstilladelser.

Det Europweiske Rads mede vil ogsd vare en god lejlighed til at bakke op om det forslag til system
for anvendelse af provenuet fra salget af forureningstilladelser, som Europaparlamentets miljeudvalg
har fremsat. Det forslas, at halvdelen af midlerne fra kvotesalget bliver kanaliseret til en EU-
klimafond, og at resten af provenuet anvendes af medlemsstaterne til klimaformal. Hvis parlamentets
forslag til @ndring af kvotehandelssystemet realiseres, vil det styrke indsatsen i mod
klimaforandringerne betydeligt, og det vil gere det langt lettere at fi ulandene med i en global aftale,
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fordi de kan se, at EU tager klimaproblemet alvorligt og er villig til at bidrage til den globale
klimaindsats, herunder de fattigste landes tilpasning til de klimaforandringer, de ikke har varet med
til at skabe.

WWF og Dansk industri har i et fellesheringssvar opfordret regeringen til at arbejde for, at 100% af
provenuet gremeerkes til klimaformal fx il udvikling af ny teknologi, omstilling af
energiforsyningen og energibesparelser. Det er i sidste ende virksomheder og forbrugere, der
kommer til at betale for kvoterne, og de kan med god ret forvente, at provenuet anvendes aktivt til at
sette ind overfor den globale opvarmning.

Jeg vil opfordre dig til at stette parlamentets forslag om, at alle indtzegterne fra kvotesalget
skal bruges til klimaformal,

Der er yderligere punkter, som vi fra WWF’s side gnsker at betone i forbindelse med medet i Det
Buropziske Rad. Se vedlagte brev fra direkteren, Tony Long for WWF’s Europa-kontor.

Jeg vedlegger ogsd en kopi af et studie, som viser, at gennemforelse af klima- og energipakken vil
fare til betydelige feerre dedsfald og sygdomstilfelde som falge af mindre luftforurening. Studiet
viser endda, at der kan spares yderligere imellem 48- 186 mia. kr. per 4r i sundhedsudgifter ved at
reducere EU’s udslip af drivhusgasser med 30% 1 2020 1 stedet for 20%.

Med venlig hilsen

Gitte Seeberg
Generalsekreteer, WWI Verdensnaturfonden
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THE CO-BENEFITS OF DIFFERENT AMBITION LEVELS FOR GREENHOQUSE GAS
ABATEMENT IN THE EU BY 2020

The Health and Environment Alliance (HEAL), Climate Action Network (CAN) and WWF Europs
commissioned this report to demonstrate the huge health benefits of meeting internationally re-
commended targets on climate change.

The aim is to show to Members of the European Parliament the value of supporting the target of a
minimum reduction of 30% in domestic EU greenhouse gas emissions by 2020 (from 1990 levels).
This would replace the current target of 20%.

The findings demonstrate that if the European Union were to raise its target on greenhouse gas
emissions from the current 20% to 30% in line with recommendations of the International Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC), the additional health savings from control of non-greenhouse gases (fine
particles, nitrogen oxide and suiphur dioxide) would amount to between 6.5 and 25 billion Euros
euros per year. This calculation is based on economic evaluations of reduced loss of life and health
due to cleaner air associated with climate change policy, as well as savings to industry from reduced
loss of working days and to governments from reduced costs to health services.

The report also mentions other co-benefits of a higher target on climate change action, such as the
protection of forests, water supplies and biodiversity. It also points to the considerable savings to
European companies involved in implementing air pollution abatement measures.

Author Dr M R Holland, EMRC - Ecometrics Research and Consulting, UK
E-mail: mike.hofland@emrc.co.uk Website: www.emrc.co.uk

Reviewed by:

Christer Agren, Director, Air Pollution and Climate Secretariat, Sweden
E-mail: cagren@acidrain.org Website: www.acidrain.org

Christian Farrar-Hockley, Senior Policy Adviser, Health and Environment Alliance (HEAL), Brussels, Belgium.
E-mail: Christian@env-health.org Website: www.env-health.org




SUMMARY

The objective of this paper is to quantify
important co-benefits of greenhouse gas (GHG)
mitigation under scenarios where domestic
GHG emissions are reduced by 30% across
the European Union by 2020 compared to 1990
levels, rather than by the 20% considered in the
proposal by the European Commission (EC).

These co-benefits for EU citizens result from
the reduction in emissions of the air pollutants
sulphur dioxide (S02), nitrogen oxide (NOx)
and particulate matter (PM) that would arise
as a result of a reduction in carbon dioxide
(CO2) emissions and are additional to benefits
from reduced greenhouse gas emissions.

The methods used to quantify these co-benefits
were developed under the Clean Air For Europe
(CAFE) Programme of the European Commission’s
Directorate General for Environment and have
been subject to detailed debate with stakeholders
including the World Health Organization
(WHO) and an independent peer review.

The findings show that the co-benefits to
health of increasing the current European
Union target of a 20% greenhouse gas
emission reduction for 2020 (from 1990
levels} to a target of 30% are very significant.

While the health benefits in economic terms from
achieving the 20% target are substantial (between
13 and 52 billion Euros), raising the target to 30%
is estimated to increase them by 48% to between
20 and 76 billion Euros in the year 2020 alone.

Additional benefits compared to the EC
proposal are between 6.5 and 25 billion Euros.
These benefits would accrue year on year.

In terms of health improvements, the paper
estimates that the additional co-benefits in the year
2020 of better air quality due to reaching a 30%
cut in greenhouse gas emissions would include:

+ 105,000 reduction in life years lost

+ 5,300 fewer cases of chronic bronchitis

+ 2,800 less hospital admissions
= Many milion fewer days of restricted
activity due to respiratory symptoms.

There are other significant benefits of reduced
emissions of SO2, NOx and PM. In Europe,
a great deal of concern has been expressed
about the effects of air pollution on forests
as well as other terrestrial and freshwater
ecosystems and historical buildings. These
co-benefits are not quantified here and would
therefore add to the health benefits described.

In moving away from the most poliuting fuels,
action on climate change also brings benefit
to industry in terms of a reduction in the costs
to companies of meeting air pollution control
regulations. Though not quantified here, the
Commission’s Impact Assessment highlights that
these savings can be of a similar magnitude to
the health benefits that have been quantified.




IMPACTS OF AIR POLLUTANTS

The term ‘“co-benefits” relates to the indirect
consequences of GHG controls. The co-benefits
quantified here largely concern the health
impacts of three of the main air poliutants that
operate at the continental scale — fine particles
(PM2.5), NOx and SO2. Since these pollutants
are released by some of the major sources of
CO2, their emission can be reduced by many
measures faken fo control CO2 emissions.

Two ongoing processes demonstrate the
necessity and intention in Europe to further reduce
emissions of these poliutants: the revision of the
National Emission Ceilings Directive (NECD)
and the Gothenburg Protocol to the Convention
on Long Range Transboundary Air Pollution.

PM2.5, 802 and NOx emissions have been linked
to higher rates of death and respiratory illnesses,
including bronchitis and the exacerbation of
asthma symptoms, and respiratory and cardiac
hospital admissions. The evidence comes
from a large number of studies published over
the last 20 years. Particularly compelling are
the results of ‘intervention’ studies in which
population health is monitored following action
to reduce air pollution concentrations, such as
after the ban on coal burning in Dublin, Ireland.

Emissions of these pollutants also damage
other receptors, such as ecosystems through
acidification and eutrophication (including the
process whereby lakes, estuaries and streams
receive excess nufrients that stimulate excessive
growth of algae and other plants). The critical load
for eutrophication of terrestrial ecosystems is widely
exceeded across Europe, with the resulting risk
of significant ecosystem change. The emissions
also affect agriculture through reduced crop yields
and damage to buildings including cultural heritage.

METHODS AND KEY DATA SOURCES

The methods used in this study to quantify and
value the impacts of PM2.5, NOx and SO2 are
based on those developed under the European
Commission’s Clean Air For Europe (CAFE)
Programme, which underpinned the development
of the Thematic Strategy on Air Poliution. The
method follows the impact pathway approach,
which proceeds logically through the steps
between emission, impact and valuation (Figure 1).

Figure 1. The impact pathway approach for quantifying
benefits of emission reductions, from emission to
valuation.

Emission

Dispersion and
atmospheric chemistry
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Exposure of population
crops, matetials, ecosystems

Quantification of impacts using
concentration response functions

Valuation

These methods were developed under CAFE
in partnership with WHO and various other
European experts, and were adopted following
extensive discussion with stakeholders and an
independent peer review. For the present analysis
one change has been made fo the methods
recommended for mortality valuation under CAFE.

In CAFE, stakehoiders requested that mortality
be valued using two approaches: one based
on the loss of life expectancy and valued using
the value of a life year (VOLY), and the other




valuation made against the number of deaths
linked to pollution exposure valued using the
value of a statistical life (VSL)'. For the former,
an estimate of 52,000 Euros was adopted for the
VOLY, which drew on EU research then available.
However, further research on the value of a lost
life year (VOLY) has been carried out in a larger
number of European countries since the original
CAFE methodology was agreed. This hasled to a
downward revision of the recommended VOLY to
40,000 Euros, afigure that has been applied here.

The analysis of co-benefits through economic
valuation is most developed for health impact
assessment, on which the present paper is
focused. impacts are quantified against:

+ Changes in concentration of particulate
matter accounting for primary particles
(particles directly emitted), and,

+  Secondary particles (sulphate and nitrate
aerosols formed in the atmosphere following
release of SO2 and NOx respectively).

Separate quantification of the direct effects of
exposure to SO2 and NO2 is not performed as
it is considered likely to double count some part
of the effects attributed to particle exposure.
Following WHO advice, the analysis assumes
that the different types of particle are equally
damaging per unit mass and that there is no
threshold forimpacts at the level of the populationZ.

This assessment is largely based on
consideration of the results of three
studies that have applied these methods:

* AEA (2006) assessment of the air quality
benefits of further climate measures up to
2020 on behalf of the European Commission®

! The present author’s strong preferenca s for the approach based on vatuation of life years lost.
*This does not preclude thresholds for individuals in good heakh,

* httpy/fwww.cafe-cba.org/assets/further_climate_measures_henefits.pdf

* httpy/reposts.cea.europa.eu/technical_report_2006_4/en

* hitp://ec.europa.ev/environment/dimat/pdf/cimat_action/climate_package ia_annexpf

* International Institute for Applied Systems
Analysis (HASA) (2006) consideration of the co-
benefits of climate policy in relation to air quality
for the European Environment Agency?, and

* European  Commission  {2008) Annex
to the joint impact assessment on the
package of implementation measures
for the EUs objectives on climate

change and renewable energy for 20205

SCENARIOS

The positions examined by the European
Commission® focused on cuis in emissions
of GHGs of 20% and 30% by 2020. The
20% cut is achieved purely through domestic
savings, whereas the 30% cut also permits
access to the Joint Implementation and Clean
Development Mechanisms (JI/CDM). The
effect on EU energy demand and energy mix
is almost identical for the two positions, the
JI/CDM providing most of the additional 10%
saving for the 30% reduction case. In this
report, the co-benefits of the 30% cut are
calculated for a domestic 30% GHG reduction,
in other words, without accessing JI/CDM.

The scenario analysis of the Wuppertal
Institute®, demonstrating a 30% cut in EU GHG
emissions by 2020 has been compared with
scenarios considered by the Commission. The
EC proposal without renewable energy sources
trading gives a near 30% cut but by 2030 instead
of 2020. The energy mix for the two scenarios
is broadiy similar, which implies a general
consistency in the modelling. Extrapolation
of the health benefits of the 20% reduction in
GHG emissions by 2020 has been made to a 30%
saving through consideration of the additional
reduction in use of the most polluting fuels (coal,
fignite and oil) estimated for the latter case.

* Updated study on: How to achieve a domestic 30% GHG emission reduction target in the EU by 2020. Draft, Auguist 2008.




RESULTS

Table 1 shows the benefits of stronger climate
change action based on estimates of health impacts
in 2020 (figures from the European Commission’s
proposal) and a new, second proposal giving
impacts for a 30% cut in GHG emissions.

The first column of figures shows the breakdown
of annual health impacts in the baseline for
2020, without additional legislation. The second
column shows the change in these effects
under a domestic 20% cut in GHG emissions
in the EU by 2020. These figures are based
on results given in the impact assessment
of the European Commission’s proposal.

The third column shows the change in impacts from
a 30% cut in domestic EU emissions for the year
2020. The final column shows the additional health
benefits ofthe 30% proposal over the 20% proposal.

For example, it is foreseen that air poliution
will reduce life expectancy across the EU
population by 2.8 million life years per year
in 2020 (roughly equivalent to 7 months per
person). The Commission’s proposal is
predicted to reduce this by 218,000 life years
per year. If the target were increased to 30%,
an additional 105,000 life years would be saved,
a 48% improvement over the 20% proposal.

Table 1. Estimated health impacts in 2020 based on the Commission’s proposal and a second proposal giving a 30%

cut in GHG emissions

Air pollution impacts| Change in health Change in health Additional
— baseline 2020 impacis through impacts through change from
20% cut by 2020 30% cut by 2020 | 30% cut over
20% cut
Health impacts — cases attributed to air pollution exposure
Mortality: Life years 2,800,000 -218,182 -323,333 -105,151
lost among people
over 30 years
Chronic bronchitis, 142,168 -11,078 -16,417 -5,339
population over 27
years
Hospital admissions 75,319 -5,869 -8,698 -2,829
Restricted activity 246,333,947 -19,194,869 -28,445,700 -9,250,831
days, people of
working age
Days with respira- 25,155,404 -1,960,163 -2,904,850 -944,687
tory medication use by
adults and children




Table 2 shows the valuation of these additional health benefits in monetary terms. The lower estimates
use the value of life years (VOLY) for mortality valuation whilst the higher estimates use the value of
statistical life (VSL). The health benefits shown for the 20% proposal are a little higher than in the
Commission’s Impact Assessment as they include effects of ill health as well as impacts on mortality.

Table 2. Economic equivalents of heaith impacts and benefits of climate policies.

million euros, High

Air pollution Change in health | Change in health | Additional change
impacts — baseline | impacts through impacts through | from 30% cut over
2020 20% cuf by 2020 | 30% cut by 2020 20% cut
Health benefit, 172,441 -13,437 -19,913 -6,476
miillion euros, Low
Health benefit, 665,895 -51,888 -76,895 -25,007

‘Restricted activity days” (see Table 1) take several forms, including workdays lost, which

result in a loss of productivity.

Associated results on loss of workdays are shown in Table

3, noting that they are part of the resulis already shown, and hence not additional to them.

Table 3. Work loss days and associated productivity losses

Baseline scenario

Change in health

Change in health

Additional change

productivity, Euro
million

impacts for 2020 impacts through impacts through | from 30% cut over
20% cut by 2020 | 30% cut by 2020 20% cut
Loss of work days 56,531,183 -4,405,031 -6,528,004 -2,122 973
Equivalent loss in 4,975 -388 -574 -187




CONCLUSIONS

1. Climate change policies can make a substantial
contribution to reducing air pollution. This
would contribute {o the objectives of the 6th
Environmental Action Programme of the EU.

2. Existing targets to combat climate change will
deliver considerable co-benefits in air pollution
abatement due to a higher level of reductions in
domestic green house gases (GHG) by 2020.

3. The co-benefits o health of increasing the EU’s
current level of ambition on reducing domestic
GHG (20%reductioninemissions)to 30%willbe:

+  Reduced air poliutant emissions
leading o improvements in

public

»
L
-
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health indicators, such as:
105,000 reduction in life years lost
5,300 fewer cases of chronic bronchitis
2,800 less hospital admissions

Many million fewer days of
restricted activity and days
with respiratory symptoms.

monetary value of this health

improvement is estimated at between 6.5
and 25 billion Euros per year in 2020.

+ These benefits would accrue year-on-year.

’hnp:h’ec,europa.eu,fenvironmenn‘ciimab’pdf/climat_actionfcllmate_package,ia_“annex.pdf

Inadditiontothe benefits for health and the environment,
action on climate change will reduce the overall costs
to industry of controlling air pollutant emissions as a
result of moving away from the most polluting fuels.

The European Commission Impact Assessment’
shows that the current cost to industry of air
pollution tegislation is 83 billion Euros per year
and that this would fall by around 10 billion Euros
peryear under the proposal fora 20% cut. A30%
cut would further reduce demand for the most
polluting fuels leading to a further significant fall
in non-greenhouse gas emission control costs.




Climate Action Network Europe (CAN-E) is recognised as Europe’s leading network
working on climate and energy issues. Keeping global warming below 2 degrees
Celsius is the focus of the ‘Time to Lead’ campaign — www.timetolead.eu — from
Climate Action Network Europe, Friends of the Earth Europe, Greenpeace and WWF.

For further information:

Tomas Wyns, Climate Action Network Europe
Tel: +32 2 295 52 23

Mobile: +32 473 840 322

E-mail: temas@climnet.org

Web: www.climnet.org

Health and Environment Alliance (HEAL) aims to raise awareness of how
environmental protection and sustainability improve health and to empower the
health community to contribute their expertise to policy-making. Since its inception,
HEAL's mermbership has grown fo include a diverse network of more than 50
citizens’, patients’, women’s, health professionals’ and environmental organisations
across Europe which together have a strong track record in increasing public
and expert engagement in both EU debates and the decision-making process.

Fur further information:

Génon K. Jensen, Executive Director, Health & Environment Alliance
Tel: +32 2 234 36 41

Mobile: +32 495 808 732

E-mail: genon@env-health.org

Web: www.env-health.org

WWF is one of the world's largest and most respected independent conservation
organisations, with almost 5 miflion supporters and a global network active in over 100
countries. WWF's mission is to stop the degradation of the earth’s natural environment
and fo build a future in which humans live in harmony with nature, by conserving
the world's biological diversity, ensuring that the use of renewable natural rescurces
is sustainable, and promoting the reduction of pallution and wasteful consumption.

For further information:

Delia Villagrasa, Senior Advisor to WWF
Tel: +32 274009 35

Mohile: +32 486 440 223

E-mail: dvillagrasa@wwfepo.org

Web: www.panda.org/eu




WWF European Policy Office  Tel: +00 32 27438300
168 Avenue de Tervuerenlaan Direct: +00 32 27438805

Box 20 Fax: +00 32 2 7438819
\ 1150 Brussels TLong@wwfepo.org
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WWF for a living planet Brussels, 2 October 2008

Dear Head of Government/Head of State,

Furopean Council Meeting 15-16 October 2008
EU Climate and Energy Package and UN Climate negotiations towards a Global Deal

The EU has long stated its aim to limit global warming to no more than 2°C above the pre-industrial
average. If temperatures exceed this threshold, we face the prospect of an ice-free Arctic in summer months,
possibly before the end of the current decade. Such warming would threaten up to one billion people with
problems of water scarcity, and would place as many as 30% of all plant and animal species at a high risk of
extinction. The cost of dealing with the consequences will be up to 20% of GDP.!

WWTF is concerned about the lack of urgency and absence of strong commitments in the Council
discussions taking place so far on the EU Climate and Energy package. We were encouraged by the strong
signals sent by Heads of State and Government in spring last year in line with the emerging science that shows
that climate change is occurring sooner, and with greater impacts, than previously predicted. It would be
deeply regrettable if the EU makes commitments and sets targets at the European Council level and then
watches from the sidelines as these very targets are undermined when the enabling legislation is tabled.

The EU Climate and Energy package has the potential to put the EU at the forefront of technological
innovation and the associated export potentials anticipated in the move towards a low-carbon economy. The
UN has recently published a study predicting millions of new jobs can be created worldwide over the coming
decades by the development of alternative energy technologies. The report said that "green jobs" depend
particularly on a shift of subsidies from fossil fuels to renewables.” WWE’s own study of existing research
highlights the opportunity of creating 2.5 miltion jobs in the EU by 2020 through strong policies that encourage
climate-friendly development.

An Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development and International Energy Agency joint
study has called on the EU to “....vigorously pursue the implementation of the proposed climate and energy
package. .. .to provide investors...with the appropriate certainty regarding mid-to long-term investment
framework”. A Eurobarometer poll published last month found that almost two thirds of European citizens
want their leaders to combat climate change much more strongly, and identified governments as having the
primary responsibility for addressing the problem.

WWE is therefore urging you to demonstrate at the next European Council that the European Union is
a leader in tackling climate change in actions as well as words. The actions we would like to see are attached as
an annex. The challenges posed by climate change ultimately must be tackled by us all. Yet you must lead in
addressing this challenge. It’s time for Europe to lead.

Yours sincerely,

Tony Long,
Director WWF EPO

! Stern Review, Oct 2006
ihttp://www.unep.org/Docqments_.Multilin ual/Default.asp?Documentl)=545& ArticleID=5929&]=cn
hitp://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/eb_special en.htm#300
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Annex

European leaders must ensure that negotiations make the progress the world urgently needs to deliver an
ambitious post-2012 ‘Global Deal” on climate change in Copenhagen in 2009, including binding
commitments adequate to address the enormity of the challenge climate change currently poses for humanity.

* The EU will only be able to fulfill its own part of a fair and equitable Global Deal if it commits, before
the Copenhagen COP, to a 30% domestic reduction target for 2020 from 1990 levels. We call on you to
reconfirm your statement from the Spring European Council 2007 while strengthening it to reflect the
need and urgency of immediate action.

* The polluter must pay. Any EU commitment must provide incentives to clean technology development
and deployment with the financing coming from those polluting the most. We call on you to support the
principle of full auctioning of emissions allowances. WWZF’s recent report on auctioning and electricity
prices clearly demonstrates that electricity prices are not affected by auctioning levels, but rather by the
degree of energy market liberalisation, as allowance prices get passed through to customers whether there
is auctioning or not.* 50% of the revenues should be invested in climate mitigation such as increased
energy efficiency and deployment of renewables within Europe, including training for new
employment opportunities. Such opportunities would further benefit strongly from the indicative 20%
energy efficiency target being made mandatory.

* Potential losses of competitiveness have often been put forward by industry to avoid or weaken
environmental policy. In this case, a minority within BEuropean industry have made potential “carbon
leakage” one of the dominating discussion points in this debate — totally ignoring the many benefits from
strong climate action. This skewing of the debate is made yet more indefensible when we consider that
those advocating this position represent such a small sector of the European corporate community. For
example, in the UK those raising the concerns of “carbon leakage™ account for approximately 1% of
GDP, less than 0.5% of employment, and are exposed to only around 1% of ETS-linked cost increases.
Comparable studies do not exist for all Member States, but German studies have shown similar findings,
as well as indicating that energy-intensive industry products are often not traded intensively, thus
rendering the risk of “leakage™ negligible. Competitive distortions should be addressed based on
evidence and facts once the content of the Global Deal is known — not on scaremongering by a
minority of self-interested European industry.

*  Another clear benefit from strong EU action on climate change, particularly in a world of high energy
prices, is the gain for security of energy supply. Increased energy efficiency and renewables is the best
route to EU energy independence as well as economising on the ever-increasing EU energy import bill.
For only a 20% target and oil prices of 60US$/barrel — we are at over 100$US today - the Commission
estimated 50 billion euro savings from reduced oil and gas imports in 2020.

* The EU must reach out to its allies in the G77 to forge a strong Global Deal. Adequate sources of finance
must be generated in support of adaptation and mitigation, including reducing emissions from
deforestation in developing countries. We ask you to support the earmarking of half of all revenues
from the auctioning of allowances under the ETS for climate adaptation and mitigation in
developing countries. Such financial support is likely to be a precondition for any global agreement. In
view of the EU’s historical responsibility for climate change, it is essential to commit to serious funding
at the highest level of the EU.

Ends-

* hitp:/fvwww.panda.org/about_wwi/where we work/europe/what we do/wwf europe environment/news/index.cfm?uNewsID=146041




