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j 12: key policy Issues and options
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1‘ms and outcomes

Burden sharing

Prospects for Copenhagen (December 2009)
Looking longer-term

ISsues for New Zealand

AN

l

o N

IN

—-—

Pos
r

*4

hl' l"Ilmri!

..I '\I' 1:% “l.,:;.

o d"l ”.{j-




S

. =

-

1d enforceable prop

at risk and rendered
circumstances, there

mons or a ‘global public good and thus IS
ct to the free-rider problem: without clear

erty rights, every country

S an incentive to use it as a dumping ground
= for greenhouse gases and other pollutants. But
: " = fenough nations refuse to cooperate, or
:4_._“-'*'. “refuse to take sufficient action, any collective
|~ —endeavours to mitigate the problem by the
remainder of the global community will be put

ess effective. In these
will be an increased

likelihood of a ‘tragedy
dangerous global warming).

of the commons’ (i.e.

iihe Climate StabilizationiGhiallenge™
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We zifer (I\—‘e-l ROVithreNmEsSsIve marketfalurerthat
Eoires sustained, concerted, globall action to

ZUENESS, N the context of huge global inegualities,

nclu@r_r: Seli-interest, conflicting evidence and

orjrjr Ies, and weak international institutions

- —]- e

==t Elae pohtlcs of climate change are extremely
‘":: __:ccampllcated and challenging — locally, nationally and
= -f, ,lnternatlonally arguably more complex than any
~—  other problem yet to face humanity; in part, thisis

~ because GHG emission reductions impose costs, and
some way of sharing these costs has to be negotiated:
this raises fundamental issues of (distributive) justice
or fairness (both between nations and across

generations)
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oncentiationsintheatmesphese .= now about 430ppn;
()Qc«.uv- Sre-industrial Ievels, rising at 2ppmi p.a., with
lo acceleratlng trend |f BAU

g -::'. (from current levels); the sooner this level of
jons is achieved, the lower the stabilization level

iI1zat|on oft CO,e concentrations over the very long-term will
qwre even larger global emission cuts — e.g. up to 98% by

— rﬁund 2:200/2300
z -sfi-'l'g avold very damaging, If not ‘catastrophic’, long-term climate

- changes the increase in the global mean surface temperature

~ - needs to be kept to 2°C (or not much above this) above pre-

industrial levels. Already increased 0.8°C, with another 0.6°C-
0.7°C to come

This means we need to stabilize COe levels well under 550ppm
(see Figure); ideally under 450ppm (but probably unrealistic);
The Stern Review recommended 450-550ppm
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G ACCording, 1o, the, I 2007, 2 stabilize

: ,a stabilization target of 445-

4900008 COsewilhiree e e OPAlI"CO> emissions reductions ot 50-
5507 oy 201510 (Compared to 2000 levels). To achieve this, will
r~r1|11r° clits by Annex 1 Parties of 25-40% by 2020 and 80-95%
Y2501 (Compared| to 1990 levels). Also, global emissions will
IEEUO peak by 2020. (But note that it is the cumulative global
amissions; that matter, not the precise emissions at any particular
po m: nrtime.)

._

== £- SEconomic analyses (Stern, 2006; IPCC, 2007) suggest that the
— 'F_" costs: of effective global action are Ilkely to be relatlvely modest
— " (around 0.1% of GDP per annum for some decades); the long-
~[ —  term economic (and other) costs of inaction could be very large

(withs large-scale irreversible damage to key biophysical systems).

8. But there are the political problems of imposing short-term pain
for long-term gain and agreeing on burden-sharing arrangements
globally
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Jr\‘Jrr Hanseny(hieadefiNASAs Goddarg
Igstitiieior Space Studies) et al (2008)

) éhity today, collectively, must face the
u comiortable tact that industrial civilization

—g- - X .

*_;-;?—i -C :|mate I we stay our present course, using
= = fossill fuels to feed a growing appetite for
| energy-intensive life styles, we will soon leave
the climate of the Holocene, the world of
Auman history. The eventual response to
doubling pre-industrial atmospheric CO2 likely
would be a nearly ice-free planet.”
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DJ; J]‘rrg_r:r ot 2l (2008))

C -nued grewths off greenhoeuse gas emissions, for
JUStianother decade, practically eliminates the
PESSIIILY of near- _term return of atmospheric

C QF position beneath the tipping level for catastrophic
eCtS

= ;;3_, he most difficult task, phase-out over the next 20-25

—— ——
_|-l-"

~years of coal use that does not capture CO2, is

- herculean, yet feasible when compared with the

= '_efforts that went into World War II. The stakes, for all
: life on the planet, surpass those of any previous crisis.
The greatest danger Is continued ignorance and
denial, which could make tragic conseguences
unavoidable.”
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Jlization targets and temperaties s
i19 '.|=.Cat|OnS (from Stern Review)
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=EISSIoN: paths to, stabjlizationEsss

(TenIFSLEm Review)

450ppm CO2e

== 500ppm CO2e (falling to
450ppm CO2e in 2150)
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- Iine | nlted Nations Framework
- Cor ventlon on Climate Change
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NFCCC) is an mternatlonal treaty, agreed to
TRiol Summit in 1992

e_d nto force on 21 March 1994
been ratified by 189 countries (including the US)
_ts @UT various guiding principles (see later slides)
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ﬁ_der the Convention, governments:

~ gather and share information on greenhouse gas emissions,
national policies and best practices

launch national strategies for addressing greenhouse gas
emissions and adapting to expected impacts, including the
provision of financial and technological support to developing
countries

coeperate in preparing for adaptation to the impacts of
climate change



Article 2

OBJECTIVE

The ultimate objective of this Convention and any related legal instruments that the
Conference of the Parties may adopt is to achieve, in accordance with the relevant provisions of
the Convention, stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that
would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system. Such a level
should be achieved within a time frame sufficient to allow ecosystems to adapt naturally to
climate change, to ensure that food production 1s not threatened and to enable economic
development to proceed 1n a sustainable manner.




Article 3
PRINCIPLES

In their actions to achieve the objective of the Convention and to implement its
provisions, the Parties shall be guided, inter alia, by the following:

l. The Parties should protect the climate system for the benefit of present and future
generations of humankind. on the basis of equity and 1n accordance with their common but
differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities. Accordingly, the developed country
Parties should take the lead in combating climate change and the adverse effects thereof.

2. The specific needs and special circumstances of developing country Parties, especially
those that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change, and of those
Parties. especially developing country Parties, that would have to bear a disproportionate or
abnormal burden under the Convention, should be given full consideration.

3. The Parties should take precautionary measures to anticipate, prevent or minimize the
causes of climate change and mitigate its adverse effects. Where there are threats of serious or
irreversible damage, lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing
such measures, taking into account that policies and measures to deal with climate change should
be cost-effective so as to ensure global benefits at the lowest possible cost. To achieve this,
such policies and measures should take into account different socio-economic contexts, be
comprehensive, cover all relevant sources, sinks and reservoirs of greenhouse gases and
adaptation, and comprise all economic sectors. Efforts to address climate change may be carried
out cooperatively by interested Parties.
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Ly J\Jegor ated diurnel 1995-9 under the UNFCCC

J Agref o at COP3! Ini Kyoeto, Japan, in December
"

A _C mto effect in early 2005 (required the
pport of 55 parties to the UNFCCC and

?_-,:_';.-’_f Annex 1 parties representing at least 55% of
— (€02 emissions in 1990)

'-4 “Ratified by 175 countries, including all 38
: Annex 1 countries except US and Australia
(problem ofi national self-interest versus global
collective action — free rider problem); yet US
strongly supported Kyoto in 1997
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Jn'tem lizera global externality
SIOVWAL *rate off GIHG emissions growth glebally
Eszgnolb ran effective and efficient carbon market

, \/g Of 9edl countries take responsibility in the first
;:‘g stance (given their historic contribution to the

o= ';5 1em)

_--

— -;——-En_co_urage sustainable growth in the developing world

- :-6=:—;_Provide a robust policy platform for significant
-~ emissions cuts beyond 2012
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ebStHalized countries (Annex 1) agreed to fixed and binding targets for
ElEremissions for the first commitment period (CP1), 2008-12

Telfefdis -Jr cIfy emission limitations or reductions relative to a base year
(mostly1960)

Ajejreefe ereductlon ofi 5% reduction for Annex 1 countries relative to
11960 [evels: the EU agreed to 92%:; the US 93%; Canada 94%; NZ
- IQH 0%: Alistralia 108%

,__,_~ 0 eement covers 6 GHGs
'gfeement covers land-use, land-use change and forestry (LULUCF)
thonal ‘responsibility’ targets and cap and trade

- T0 be compliant at the end of 2012, each country must have enough
" units in its compliance account to equal Its emissions over 2008-12

7
- 8. Various kinds of Kyoto compliant emission units (or legal tender)
9

Supplementarity and flexibility mechanisms — Clean Development
Mechanism (CDM) and Joint Implementation (JI)

10. Monitoering, review and compliance
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HOUIESS Lo date: 2004 total gross emissions of the 36 Annex 1
CEURHES| that ratifiedl KP. were 10.7% lower than initial assigned
2L for ene year (for the period 2008-12); only 3% lower If
RUSSTEINE deratlon IS excluded; also excludes LULUCF

Critic Jgjr S:
;- —allure to include developing countries (but this was agreed to by
aIJ countries in 1995 on equity grounds)

- = Damage to Industrialized countries (but largely handled via
- competitiveness at risk policies)

= e Leakage — incentive for carbon-intensive industries to relocate to
S i developing countries (but provision of ‘flexible mechanisms’ and
— : technology transfer)

o ® Ineffectiveness In reducing emissions (but provides potentially
lasting market-based framework; had to start somewhere,
however inadequate)
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Tre ’yorf PHOLECEIS st commitment perned (CrRIL)rexpIre
eno of 20 12 (but KP will continue unless replaced)

k ‘1'.‘.

LS IJK_E ;.:_t'hat many/ further commitment periods will be needed
OVEILNETCOMINg century, with each one having ever more
Jrf]u} emission-reduction targets and embracing an ever larger
grouy mg of natiens

T_l_—
®

“"’ -A-second tougher, commitment period Is needed for post 2012
'—’:'h—":-;ﬂ S—( 2020’?) to avoid disruption to global carbon markets and

—  —investment flows, CP2 needs to be negotiated by early 2010
(since it will take 2-3 years to ratify and take effect)

4. For various environmental, economic and political reasons, CP2
needs to include (in some way) the major emerging economies,
as well as the developed world
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Jevebc COURTtries are iIcal’oe t e lack ofaction
9\/A0 eloped countres thus far to reduce emissions,
zlelelig)y |II|ng 10 take on legally-binding international
romr iments. But action by developed countries alone
_W} mot e enough to achieve ambitious reduction

—  tal gets, because they now produce less than 50% of
e lobal emissions

_‘r_-i:'_ -

i
T -

~ 2. The position of the US (and until recently Australia) on
- the KP has been a roadblock to progress; but the US is
slowly moving to accept the need for a top-down,
multilateral approach (i.e. extending Kyoto or
negotiating a new climate treaty)
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Triere ]5 0 ?“C' "zc*f“ Nt heteer eV cour
J, Us, China, India, etc. — over the nature, shape
jEf JrJJ NCY. anal duration ofi a new treaty, anal burden
el ,(mcludlng the role ofi developing countries)

I

ZL e are many complex technical and policy issues to
= _._= 1ve — especially in relation to land use, land use

___a_ __éhange and forestry (LULUCF)

i

=7 _There IS very little time to resolve these Issues
6

There are enforcement/compliance issues — what If a
major country (e.g. Canada) fails to fulfill its
International obligations?
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nmentally effective — re. stabilization
'Erjehf

Economically efficient

B :oadly -pased participation

i;, “Differentiated responsibilities — fair burden-
ff_'.-';'-sharmg arrangements

~ 6. Flexible (takes into account national
: circumstances)

/. Politically manageable
8. Integrated with sustainable development
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;0 & tWin-track, twoe-year negotiation

, one Uunder the Conventlon the other under

H plus Article 9 review, with the aim of producing

Fﬁe ehensive package on post-2012 issues at COP
10 COP/MOP 5 In Copenhagen (December 2009)

- Establishment of a new Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-Term

_--_a;_= - Cooperative Action under the Convention
-~ -~ * (Continuation of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Further

A o Commitments for Annex 1 Parties under the KP (under Article
- 3.9)

e Also, second review of the KP (under Article 9 of KP)
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AR dihioc VWorking Groupron'Long-Term

Ce .ratlve Action under the Convention

Im 101 secure enhanced national/international action on
= mltlgatlon adaptation, technology development and

-:é.-.,. ~ transfer, and provision of financial resources

;?

e _;:L,‘ - Enhanced action on mitigation includes:
e —  “measurable, reportable and verifiable nationally appropriate

= mitigation commitments or actions, including quantified

- emission limitation and reduction objectives, by all developed
- country Parties, while ensuring the comparability of efforts
among them, taking into account differences in their national
circumstances”; and

— “nationally appropriate mitigation actions by developing
country Parties in the context of sustainable development,
supported and enabled by technology, financing and capacity-
building, In @ measurable, reportable and verifiable manner”
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SPAGNEoC Workingl Group on Eurther

commitments ...

Ao
e
. . e

\" ry detailed and demanding work programme agreed to

Ssues will include:
_ -—._-_ - Means for reaching emission reduction targets
- — LULUCEF rules

- — Possible approaches for targeting sectoral emissions
e —  Analysis of mitigation potential, effectiveness, efficiency, costs
= == and benefits of current and future policies, etc.

- - — The overall scale of emission reductions required
— The allocation of the mitigation effort required
— Agreement on new commitments by Annex 1 countries
— Duration of the next commitment period(s)
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OVETCINEVEIN oI ampItion™= emission reduction’ targets
for ’/O" and 2050

SR @riginall‘non- paper draft from co-chairs of Convention Dialogue:
Annex 1 countries “as a group to reduce emissions in a range of
= 25-400% below 1990 levels by 2020 ... global emissions ... need to
- peak in the next 10 to 15 years and be reduced to Very low

% Ievels well'below half of levels in 2000 by 2050

%  No explicit reference to the contribution of developing countries,
but implicit in reference to peaking

% Rejected by the US and some other developed countries (Bali
should not decide the ‘destination’)

~~ ~ * Final text: “Recognizing that deep cuts in global emissions will be
: required to achiever the ultimate objective of the Convention and
- emphasizing the urgency to address climate change as indicated
in the” IPCC AR4
% But note that the conclusions adopted by the AWG on Further
Commitments included acceptance of wording close to the

original draft — so 25-40% cuts by 2020 remain the guideline for
Annex 1 countries (as agreed in Vienna in August 2007)
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BINICEC EMbrEces the principle of - common but differentiated
IESIIONS 11|t|es and respective capabilities™; but on what basis
srigtllel v'v e differentiate between countries? Is there a case for
geftellggE caplta emission allowances and, Ifi not now, then when?

_-

2, _'J'E"principles:

—== Ill i

i ;—";__;--' ual sharing of the burden (objections)

-1-—

;:"!'r_ " Historical contribution/responsibility (based on total accumulated

i

-~ _emissions — but from when?)

— Current contribution/responsibility (e.g. as measured by emissions
- PEr capita)
Capability (e.g. as measured by per capita income)
Mitigation potential
Need (note distinction between ‘survival’ and ‘luxury’ emissions)
Comparable effort (but what is comparable? equal?)
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Varpus modelsthavebeenradvanced! for
rlmer" iating between countries, of
vrrr\ g levels of complexity — e.qg.

Contractlon and convergence

»" Contraction and differentiated convergence
Multi-staged approach

Multi-sector convergence

Responsibility for global warming (Brazilian
proposal)

All"have strengths and weaknesses
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Annual CO, Emissions* (2004)
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*Energy-related CO2 gases only
Source: |EA (2006) CO, Emissions from Fossil Fuel Combustion .




Percentage

Comparison: Annual* & Cumulative*™ CO, Emissions

5%
T Annual Emissions (2004)
205 | 30% [ cumulative Emissions (1850-2000)
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Countries

Source: * Annual Emissions for the year 2004 from [EA (2006) CO, Bmissions from Fossil Fuel Combustion
™ Cumulative Emissions from 1850-2000, CAIT WRI




Per Capita GHG Emissions (2004)
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Source: IEA (2006) CO2 Bmissions from Fossil Fuel Combustion and EPA (2008) Global Anthropogenic Non-CO2; Greenhouse Gas
Emissions: 1990 — 2020
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SOSPECLS TOor Copeﬁhagen B
(BBP)15) Deceffber 2009

WieiswviliNnibence theroutcome in Copenhagen?

INEVGIVIg)| scientific knowledge and climate

-,]_r.r..:f" (perception of risks, etc.)

-

ﬁb'.i"i_c_:-opinion In key economies

— --'_

—

%ﬂifftifﬁe position(s) adopted by global business

4. The negotiating position of the US

~ 5. The negotiating position of the major emerging
economies
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r:lJJL_lf-—” Nernew multiateral“agreement, noran
gfeement to extend CP1

Jelgw “No new multilateral agreement for post-
2012, but an agreement to extend CP1 for
- se "eral years

-éi;-.___) A ‘soft’ agreement: a new multilateral
# greement but only ‘soft’ targets and caps for
— ﬁsecond commitment period

_— —_

4. A‘hard agreement: a new multilateral
agreement with stringent ‘responsibility’
targets for Annex 1 Parties and significant
‘policy commitments’ for major non-Annex 1
Parties




Trig Josgs]e e _shape of a-é_n%ﬂal-e@,.
SJimate treaty “I%‘t“-post 201

IBETOE 0 a0rEEmEnt onrieng-termrstali |zat|on targets,

gndshermedium-term implications of these

r\rmsf, ~countres take on relatively stringent binding
emJi Sions reduction targets for 2013-2020/25 (i.e.

pon3|b|I|ty targets) (10-30% reductions on 1990
= Eyels needed)

- .—'-fI&Ion -Annex 1 countries agree to various no-lose policy
'f"'“_a ~ actions and other measures (e.g. renewables targets,
-~ carbon Intensity targets, sectoral benchmarks, reduced
' deforestation, etc.). Such measures need to be
measurable, reportable and verifiable (otherwise they.
will not be credible).

4. Kyoto-type flexibility measures — global carbon market,
Improved CDM, etc.

__.—



IEposSIE e “shape of %ﬂ]ﬁe@,
SIiEte treaty f%'Haost 2
SHONJ dction torreduce de orestatlon and build
eror smks

0. Jjgr D rlorlty to adaptation, with significant
1ding for developing countries

Sy ew Measures to encourage technology.

-'.-

== = *dévelopment transfer and deployment

§_‘

-~ 8l Sectoral agreements for specific energy-
Intensive industries

Such measures can be supplemented by
‘bottom-up’, bilateral and regional deals
COVering various matters

-



\/\/ha'_. ' here IS NO post 20

priuifille eral treﬁf%f-?

A QerQm—Le-.ee o)z e dEeVvelopea:
- &,5 1o e ad hoc, terative and only: modestly

HHJ’“

- \/\ J‘lnclude mitigation measures by nations, sub-
= atlonal governments, communities, etc.

o ——a f he EU is likely to press ahead with its 20%
"_' = reduction target and negotiate bilateral and other
| j- - agreements; trade sanctions against countries

i

-
am —
o
—

-~ refusing to act are likely

e QOther bilateral and regional agreements are
possible

e A global carbon market is likely to emerge gradually
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ik, Fur h ilateral’dea e reqwre
es ' |II be diven by the evolving SC|ent|f|c
I ce pUSIness pressure and public opinion

Z dlstlnctlon between Annex 1 and non-
e ’ﬁnex 1 will' need to be revisited

I

— —_'- --IT1 the long-term, something like ‘contraction
= and convergence’ (with equal per capita GHG
‘ aIIocatlons) will probably be necessary, in the
context ofi greater clarity over the relevant
temperature and stabilization targets
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NEVE major economic implications for NZ; realistically,
NZAWIlINAeed o ratify such an agreement

\Z n_éﬂ to be fully involved in the formal and

. TF.r__:e)1©|z)ortunltles be pro-active, and focus on priority

-_:-h"'“

~areas (e.g. LULUCF rules)

- 4 ~International policy decisions will drive key domestic

5.

policy decisions (including the ETS emissions cap)

Key questions include: what NZ should argue for re.
overall Annex 1 targets, non-Annex 1 contributions,
criteria for burden sharing, NZ’'s ‘responsibility’ target
for CP2, the longer-term evolution of the international
policy framework, etc.
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IBNENstecEntreliablesscientific evidence
stigge 1S thialt the 1SKS off Inaction are
petentially hugerin scope, scale and duration

meVereall; the costs of mitigation are likely to be
_mc est elative to the costs of Inaction

S IHIENE IS a strong ethical case for taking a
“precautionary approach — especially given the
;-'-—-_ootentlal for catastrophic and irreversible

~ impacts on major planetary systems (insurance
- principle)

4. A robust post-2012 multilateral climate treaty.
IS highly desirable, but will be very difficult to
negotiate

e
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