71ZHSHEA X2 14-19-®

Xl 6 xI 7|=H=1 x| =S

2014.9.12.




71EWEHA 27 14—-19-0

M6 AL JISEHAEMES

2014. 9. 12.

T TTT T TR A s G | o P R
TTTTT Ot = EH | A 1

=
= KOREA LEGISLATION RESEARCH INSTITUTE



ain e

020149 9¢¥ 12(%) 12:00~15:20

d A

O

0 FNA

9]

2]

O

- A E(F 9] ol

3}, 2

A

<13
o

1), 2 Frhd 8]

T, olAE, ol (el AHAA

1), ol7d<i(

A AT

gl

2]

O

O AF<d3

Al

R IR

Ay
i Y

» A|52F

HE3] 9

12:00~13:00

X
2

==
K3

4

SRES

L=
o

E
=

W

A

2 ddE A2

7} 2%)

(<13
o]

ENCEE LT

e}
A

o
~—1-

13:00~13:35

EE

13:35~14:00




=
Ao TR H s
» 7}37)HE7]94(SBATA) 78 A /H&
14:00~14:35 - ol dE

A2AR  (ETUABARDTY 7 FAFATA 24ATY)

14:35~15:00 » A EE
15:00~15:20 p =3 EE




[A] 1 414]

[A] 2 AlA]
O #3871 E&H£7])F(SBATA) L A M

WA o] A (MUABAATE 715 ATE 2 AT



A1 A

(At SAS g



[A] 1 AlA] 3+

ol
o
o)
e

HAAT 7154 =G

A% E FA A =23

09-12, 2014

2L

* Associate Professor, College of Infernational Studies at Kyung Hee University, h.oh@khu.ackr

< Talk Plan >

P 71 AT ST A BAT oA AT
- qUA7EAD vs 2472 BEA
- BARESEAE 2 EAAGAE YR 45
- AGAEAY vs QA L FHBEITE $ 3 AT F A
- AFRAGFPARE FHR FAL o)A

i)

f

> A
- 71FA85 & AAAY 2 Ardae) 3Ee A s
s

» =d: Models for Policy Conflicts and Policy Coordination

> 2ok AE




CIEREACE R

e

d]

=3
1

1. Motivation
b AAAA(ES] 71FAgAA)L B AAHe HHo] Y
° BRF 9d o A7} #¥E Governance TEAAME 21l

- o: EUS 7|3 z2 09 F3993], OECD =7}2] SEAY v|= 2] NEPAS
governance T, U sjEdAHA T3

{Institutional Set-up of the EU’s Climate Change Programme>

Structure of Enropean Climate Change Programme

STEERING COMMITTEE

Members : all DG s involved

Technical and ccon. Assistance,
including from DG's
HCFIN, Research, JRC

=

Further Weis
an
WG Capacity building /
Technology transfe
Agriculture
Sinks

Flexible Mechanisms Energy Supply Eniiay
Consumy pteon

Waste
Research

Source; European Commussion (2000) and Rusche (2010)

-

P Climate Change and Energy (or Energy Security) Nexus
© Policies designed to mitigate climate change and promote energy can be mutually
reinforcing.

® One tension is that policies addressing each may require implementation on different
time-scales (King and Gulledge, 2013).

P Ongoing Policy Conflicts in Korea

° GHG Reduction Plan vs Basic Energy Plan
- Climate change mitigation policy (MOE): reduce GHGs
- Energy policy (MOTIE): ensure energy security
* Def) Energy security = "the availability of adequate, reliable, and affordable
energy", which emphasizes energy supply over other elements of energy security.
SEAAGNY U 22418 (FER)vs AEH3E 9 54 B3 (34%)
Benson(1975): Competition and cooperation between government departments, in the
process of providing public services.
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2. The Need for Policy Coordination in Korea

P> A Rise in GHG Emission, the 7th Largest in the world
P> Sources of GHGs

700000000
500000000 +
500000000 |
§ongono00 |
Spooaooo |
200000000 +

1000000040

JIPN KOR

_——I——”/
A g B g FFF PSPPI E S
Year Year
= Flectricity and heat production
— Manufacturing industries and construction
===Transport

Source: WDI (2013) and Seck (2013)

P A Close Link:

15.00%

AARFENIA AT 4%t s E

< Growth Rates: GDP and CO2 Emission >

—&— CO0O2 Emissions
=0 =GDP (real)

10.00%

5.00%

0.00% -

-5.00%

1991

1992

1993
1994
1995
1996
1987
1993
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2008
2010
2011
2012

-10.00%

-15.00%

Source: Bank of Korea (KOELS), GHG Information Center
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» A A A: Low Carbon, Green Growth Act, A Master Plan on CC and E Policies

National GHG Reduction Goal
(2009)- Reduce GHG
emissions by 30% in 2020

Low Carbon, Green
Growth Act (2010)

below its BAU scenario

Item 46: Legal Basis for the Emission Trading
System

Items 44 & 45: Establishing GIR (GHG Inventory

and Research Center of Korea)

Item 42: Implementing TMS(target manag. system)
Item 41: Energy Basic Plan ~ Green & Fostering

energy welfare & Other policies

Sector-level Targets for GHG
Reduction (initial) were

determined in 2011.

K-ETS
- Legislation (2012)
- Scheduled to start in 2015

P Hierarchies of Policy Targets in Korea

Low Carbon, Green Growth Act ('10)

Reality, given political pressures

12
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P Korea's Governance Structure in Climate Change and Energy Policies

® Government departments have different influence and interest with regard to climate

change.
Low <~  Interest = High
High ? M. of Strategy & Finance(MOSF) |M. of Trade, Industry and Energy
Power The Office of the President (MOTIE)
M. of Health and Welfare M. of Environment (MOE)
Low / Provincial & Local Government M. of Agriculture & Forestry

*Soyree. Goldblatt and Middleton (2007)

iEnergy Policies ~ the 2nd Energy Basic Plan ('13-'35), RPS., FIT, EE/

Industrial policies

}C(‘ mitigation policies ~ TMS(‘13~), ETS('15~), EIA, SEA

iPolicy Coordination/Growth policies ~ Tax policies (GDP growth, welfare),
GCF, ETS('15~), Carbon tax(?), Designing ETS/Master Plan (Macro plan of
NAPs)

P Discrepancies between Energy Policies and GHG Reduction Policies
® Multiple targets
* Supporting sustainable growth,
* Fostering economic growth, anti-inflation, price competitiveness in international
markets, energy welfare and energy security
o AH, Ajg o2 ¥ A#H 74 — A sharp rise in consumption

PE/PG (Residential) PE(Residential)
------ PE(Industrial) —=—— PE[Comm ercial)

PE(Average)

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2005
2006
2007
2008
200971
2010
201
2012
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< CDD, HDD and total daily electricity consumption by months >

£DD(57-00)

— (57-00)
----- CDD{03-05)

Range|27-00)
cDD{09-12) m—F ((3-0f)
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Source: HUAIZHBEAILHONZH), 7|4% 7|5 doH

® Fuel Mix for Electricity
- Consumption by Source (1980 — 1990 —2001, %)
Oil ¥ : 61.1 — 538 — 38.1% v Coal "4 :30.1 — 262 — 304%
ING#: 0 — 32— 168% v Nuclear » ¥ : 20 — 14.2 -+ 11.7%
Source: Lim (2013)
- The share of total primary energy supply in 2009 (IEA/OECD)
* Nuclear: 16.8 (Korea) > 10.8 (OECD average)
Coal: 25.3 (Korea) > 21.0 (OECD average)
Oil: 42.5 (Korea) > 38.4 (OECD average)
* Natural Gas: 14.0(K) < 22.9(0); Renewable: 0.6(K) < 6.5 (O)
- The 2nd Energy Basic Plan: Increase capacity from coal and nuclear

- Concerns on nuclear — may result in more coal and natural gas.

- 12 -
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= C&C to reduce GHGs for large emitters
- Multiple ministries & emitters: predict emissions and set a reduction target
- Ministry of Environment: oversees what other ministries do.
® Results in 2013
- Increases in GHG Emissions, specifically for Energy and Industry Sectors

650,000

sso.000
asco0n

=000

zas0.000
150000
so.cuc

= P S _——— e =

so,000

AR BFR EEAE 2012)
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3. Model

3.1. A Reference Model, Gersbach and Requate (JPE 2004)

¢ A model for optimum emission tax and refunding rate

- Optimum with Cournot competition

Q)

Optimum tax rate: +%=5(E) ——

-9 (Q)g'n
Pl (n—1)e
P Q)¢
S(Eji (nfl)e

Optimum refund rate:

o 2
Net tax rate;: +9%(1—d%) =% —g(p)+ 2L (gjq

- 14 -
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3.2. A Model of Policy Conflicts between Government Agencies

° Optimum for an Environment-Oriented Agency, X
- X's welfare function

Q
Wi\’(qla'vqmel,.,en )= (0-57‘9)[]‘ Pz Z o q,, —(0.5+£)S(E)
0
- X's Choice
. (05+e) P P (Qd _ x
= (0.5—3)S(E) (n=1)e > S(E) (—1)e =8
P (Qg'n —p (Qg¢n
" (n—1)e (n—1)e e
0.5+¢) P (Q)g Q)
G- 2 Tl S h-1k
v S g+ DL 5 jom g4 2101

- 45 =

° Optimum for a Growth-Oriented Ministry, Y

- T's welfare function

W qy,a..6 €)= (05+e) f P(z)dz— EC" qy€;)]— (0.5—¢)S(E)

- I's Choice

i A (05_5) S(E) P (Q) i

q 7GR
(0.5+¢) (n—1)e 1)e
—p' (Q)¢'n
v (n—l)e GR
d — >d
(0.5—¢) p (Q)7’
(0.5+8)S(E)_ (n—1)e

ve_ (0.5—¢) 2 (Qd
T = 0ste) S BT

< 7 = 9(5)+ 2D
€

- 16 -
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3.3. Ways of Policy Coordination

1) Bilateral Policy Coordination between relevant authorities (competent authorites or

lead agencies) and an environmental Agency

- Most SEA (NEPA)

- X brings +* while Y brings ¢" (and, X prefers ¢* to ¢" while Y likes ') —
Conflict!

- A3k o] E/ldl ok
Benson(1975): Power relationships between government agencies depends on size of
supporting groups, the degree of mobilizing supporting groups, and social rank of
supporting groups.

- 18 -
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2) Coordination by the 3rd agency?: Optimum for a Ministry Z (a naive coordinator)
- Minimize distances from two sets of optimum considering two ministrics' power,

(W_Ys Wy )

- Z's objective function
Wy=(1—wy)l= (=1 = (@ —d)]+ wy[- (+F —7)* — (d* — d)’]

- Z's Choice

(05—e)+2emy P (Q
(0.5+¢)(0.5—¢) (n—1)e

P=(-w ) t+wa =5 (B)|

_(1_%')19'(@)(13?1 _wa' Q¢'n
2 — (1~ )" + "= T (n—1)e _ 4 Y (n—1)e q
: . (05+¢) S5 P (Q¢  (05—¢) S P (@)
0.5—¢) (n—1)e (05+¢) (n—1)e
° Bias in the tax rate
e+ (wmy—0.5)

(% — 198y = S(E)28[(0‘5+€)(0.5—s)}

— Large marginal damage §(£), degree of bias ¢ and power imbalance (ww,—0.5) ,

the size of bias in tax rate increases.
—> The size of bias is not zero even in case of (@, =@, = 0.5)
and (0.5t = 0.5-¢)

TZ_TGR == S(E)Qa{(0‘5+8)(0.57‘9)}

— Bias = 0 iff ¢ =0

© Bias in the refund rate: Bias = 0 iff ¢ =0
° Policy implications: A} 3% Z32] 37

- 20 -

18




(A1 AA] B4 #de B4 253 =4

3) 2809 diek2? 3 HA ok A32] 5 A (central planner)ol] o] HeFH 27
o AR o3t A A (weight £7F)
- AHEl: CEQ (NEPA #& m|gi58 A& &7 4 943))

= e
- B39 dFAA RE
~ Competent authorities °] Hls| =AFAY AEAAES 2EE AH e 7=

~ Government Failure®] 7}%4d

4) Task-based re-shuffling
° 71%W 34 4. DECC (Department for Energy and Climate Change in the UK),

° SEASH D] FYMEER 4T F)ot BTN o YTE FYHY 2
Y HAE FUZ FY

de AAZ & AA3 FA=z2R

Mo

23
° SEA
© ol gl WA Aol A @

n
S’

6) Public Participation

° Social welfare function®] #419] welfare7} WY E =% 3= &3]

° Public hearing, 373 B 7R A9 FJREs} 7158 " (R HAAHT AT
o] £ F7}3 Uncertaintys =°17] ¥ A XA), Voting & CourtE 59 =% 4
A

-~ B4#A PRI Quality #E] 2 HIE: vdd=e] A9 vgy H9x4
¢l MEC7} EIAY SEA HxAo] tlg A& H7l vl=te] 9 EPA7} EIA EX

Ael A B ag

-
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4. Summary

® Policy Implications of this study

- Bias increases in the size of differences in ministries’ policy focus and power
- The benefit of ex-post policy coordination is marginal.

° How to eliminate bias?

- Strategic policy coordination (either a priori or a posteri)
- Task-based re-shuffling: DECC (Department for Energy and Climate Change in the
UK)

- Public participation

- 923 -

Thanks!

- 24 -
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1.SBSTA IR

< SBSTA: Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice
= HAFNESNEE oP 2&7
- COPY2l 27 97 2473 5 iy

» 32 R Hop
- Tgmmel ¥, A, WS
WES NETY, YAOE 9P 2A M
- WEASN 29 W2 2 o
- 2aTA amEa Ry
> Tl FL(PCC)% FH(COP)Y 5%

2.2013-2015 4 E

= COP 169N BINH TUSEY HFY R S/TEC tigt F1H HE AE 29

= GOP 18°M 3 FHEEIE(Joint Contact Group)Z #4359 2013-2015 HE i3
=952 By

» HE9 Moy MEYE 9% COP%°IM SED(Structured Expert Dialogue)E 4%
SBs3INg =99 AEE F=E g9

= 14(2013.6 2), 27%(2013.11 H=ArH) SED WX
- WATH PUSEY FPET 20208 SEY YEE AB =9 N
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2.2013-2015 &£

< SBSTA 40
« 371(2014.6) SED: IPCC ARG E FHZ 38 MM
= SBSTA 41(H= 2|0f) $ IPCC AR5 synthesis report & W& A& i3t°1 SED W
5 g9
= SBSTA 42°M SED 22 EX= °o|H9 FHC SED 1H 9

¥

*

53
- HERE, SED 27, ADPE9| §E NEYS 5 245 AZR =9
- BUSE NEEY ©f oY N Bp o= NLGA R,
- 3H EWAE AEN YEXY ALE 0L HoE IO

2.2013-2015 4 E

- B
« IPCC H1lN ©j9j9| FH 2]
« IPCC E1A 0|99 FH %8| WoiNE Fud Y
« HEY BH%l= olH: MAR2 B #F A, eSS WY o KA
= 1.5k Vs. %5 HEY
- NEIL BE AT P =90N A HPYL I
+ HER2 2k ZSHe| BXZIYN {5k SHY Leys A4ECs EHM
= NEHRe] HESC NP 4E
+ PYNERE FUSE MU MEYY WY HE T2y 8|
+ 2013-2015 HE N GCFE 52 N B2 W5 282 AESIN AL
+ GCF AR= fAXCE Y7 T 2
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(1510 15:30)

General dscussion
(1530-154m

ukea‘ch
AR 64‘211

ce with the climate system in view of a long term global
t5 of global warming, Joem Birkmann,

Duatreach Presertations by experts
(1000 - 1100y *  Thelink between socloeconomic pathways and climete change risks,
Letnart Olsson, IFCC

»  Bural areas and human seitlements, Pusnamita Dasgupta, [PCC

. Ai}a‘}‘ltatiﬂd,g}ih"r:n{s,‘he‘.aﬂs; oppor 50
Osman-Elasha IPCC

o Climate-rosifient pathwaye ¢ 1 en adaptation, mitigstion,
and sustainable developm et as reated by Wit 1T, Asunciin Lera St £
Clare, IFCC

2.2013-2015 4 E

< SED

Outreach ] Presertation by expert
(10,10 - 10.30) ® Overarching presentation on findings and new approaches of AR5 WGIII
‘relevant for the review, Ottmar Edenhofer, [FCC

Qutreach Presentations by experts
[10.45-11.30) o Transformation pathways and limiting w arming to specific levels, notably
' 3 glohal mean warming of 2°C or 1.5°C relative to pre-industrial levels,
Volker Krey & Detlef van Vuuren, [PCC )
‘& Sectoral and crose-sectoral mitigation, Joyashree Roy, IPCC
e Performance of climate poli inance on the international,

regional and national level, Ax el Michaslowa, IPCC

Oulreach Presentations by experts

(15.00- 15.45) *  Trendsin stocks and flows of greenhouse gases and their drivers, Gabriel
Blanco, IFCC

s Climate mitigation policy and value judgment and ethical and equity
comeepts inthe context of sustainable development, Sivan Karthe, IPCC

s Crosscutting investment and finance issues with & view to assessing the

26
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= Work programme on clarification of quantified economy-wide emission reduction
targets (QERTs) of developed country Parties
= HE&N 1 N0 PIOHE UEZE* FAARE A% EFYE 1/CP.18°% o8l HYZE=TF
o] ¥ 2
« JFEE AT%HE YN 5 24 £=2
« Q% H HEE P Oig =9

*

*

g1t
- SBSTA 38, 399N B2 NN
= Technical paper (FCCC/TP/2013/7)2 21 2 B¢
= 38 HEYN(biennial repor)E T 4= HFFM R Fo°f 4i¥ Ex

3. MXIZ0| MADIE Y2 BUSHE ot A mE=E |

+ SBSTA 40
= LULUCF2 ATHIHYUE %1 BEAIFHR 4t 438 1A
= Technical paper (FCCC/TP/2013/7) N&% W2 g9
= SBSTA 4194 HEZ N4 29
- SBSTA 38°% AT TH UF Yo
+ § EEOHEF FEIE o4 42 FAH ool tist Wi

50 E%t

* D
= 9382 F9 LULUCF AISHHUE soiM2 BATHR olHFH
= BEN | T Az Oift =9 EE
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S§ wetohE 9ot At ma W

= Technical paper (FCCC/TP/2013/7) 4§

- MEIZTPE FO Y TN A2 EO BN

« WEx2 TP WE 7 OiH2 4igo] ooz Haeq
= OFFN Vs. Hif F4H

« MESSTPE 52 9% 50 =32 59 Bt

- Base year

= Global Warming Potenfial (GWP) values

+ Coverage of gases

= Coverage of sectors

* Role of land use, land-use change and forestry
+ GCarbon credits from market-based mechanisms

+ WESZ TP W§ 7 T2 Uigeo] &2 NANL ME= Nap Hag 23
= 53 FHE: 20204 °1F BE NE A F2 E=9 248 Hs¥9 2.

: i d

3. MXIZ0| MADIE Y2 BUSHE ot A mE=E |

< FCCC/TP/2013/7

Table 1

Compilation of information on guantitative economy-wide emission reduction targets of developed country Parties and on assumptions and
conditions related to the attainment of these targets, including general assumptions and conditions, assumptions and conditions related to the

ambition of the pledge and ions and conditi on the use of carbon aedits from market-hased mechanisms and land use, land-use change
and forestry
Duartifiad acovomp-wide emission redustion fargats for 2000and related Assumptions and coveiltions relafingto  Assionptions and corditions relating 1o carbon
gennal assamptions ad fons a5 well s s sumy 1ef COVET LULUCH credits from me ket Based mecheams
related to e ambition of the pledge

Australia®  Target of 5 per centup to |5 per cent or 25 per cent emission  In defining its targets For 2020,
reduction relative to 2000 Australia considered that these
Austraia’s 5per cent target presents a minimum uncondtional FAEELs refer to its net emissions
commitment The 15 per cent target is conditional on a global ~ frem the sector and source

The 15 per cent target 15 conditional on
access to deeper and broader functional
carbon markets

The 25 per cent target 15 conditional on
global action that mobilizes greater
financial resources, including from major

agreement which falls short of securing atmospheric categories included in Annex &
stabilization at 450 pprn COj eq, under which all major fathefolalbn ool semelllns
devel oping economies substantally restrain emissions, in the from afforestation, refore
context of a strong international financing and technology and deforestation activities, for
cooperation framework, and advanced economies take on the hase year (20000 and 220

commitments comparable to Australia’s, in the range of 15-25 The 25 per centtargetis

per cent below 1990 levels, In addition, the 25 per cent targetis conditional on the incluston of
conditional on an ambitious global deal capable of stabilizing  forests (feducing emissions from
levels of GHGs in the atmosphere at 450 ppm COy 2q or lower, deforestation and forest
including a clear pathway to achieving an early global peakin ~ degradation in developing
etnissions, advanced economy reductions in aggregate of at countries) and the land sector in
least 25 per cent below 1990 levels by 2020, major developing  the global agreement, while the
econom es with a collective reduction of at least 20 per cent 15 per cent fargetis condifional
below business as usual by 2020, and the nomination of a on progress for their inclusion
peaking year for major developing economies

developing economies, and results in fully
functioning global carbon markets

12

28



(A2 M) 8H7] 554 7] H(SBATA) & oA &

Table 2

<+ FCCC/TP/2013/7

Compilation of information on assumptions and conditions related to individual targets of developed country Parties in relation to the base year, glohal
warming potential values, coverage of gases and sectors, expected emission reductions and therole of land use, land-use change and forestry, and
carhon credits from market-based mechanisms

countries (further

and pendinginformation)

Base.  Global waming Coverageaf  Coverage of Erpectedemission  Fole of landuse, lavd-wse chonge Carbon credits from market-based
yecr  potentiol velues gases sectors rediuctions v foresty mechapsms
Australia 2000 Australia’starget COy, CH,, Energy, IPPTU, HA The Australian Governmentis in Australia assumes that units from
was set based on M0, HFCs, agriculture, the process of giving consideration  all available intemational market
current GWPs PFCs, 8Fg, LULUCE, to the Durban land sector decisions  mechanisms, including the Eyoto
from the TPCC NF; waste and their implicatons, both Frotocel mechanisms, will
SAR. Updated domestically and For Ausiralia’s contribute to meeting its 2020
values will be accounting of its emission reduction targets The use of these units in
adoptedin the comtmitments Anstralia’s Carbon Pricing
national inventory Mechanism will be governed by
in 2015 consstent domestic legislation and
with decision regulations. Under this legislation
15(CPA7° from 2015, certmn CDM credits
may be used to meet obhgations
under the Carbon Pricing
Idechanism, and this ab
would be counted towards
Australia’s targets
13
Table 3

Summary of information on approaches to measure progress towards the achievement of economy-wide emission reduction targets of developd

Iformetion on qproaches fo measire Progress

Flrther informafion on approaehes

Fevdding information on cpproaches

Base year

Glohal warming
potential values

Coverage of
gases

Coverage of
sectors.

Role of land use,
land-use change
and forestry

Carbon credits
from market-
hased

mechanisms

Information available for all Parties.
Ilost Parties defined 1990 as base year,
different base years For three Parties
(2000, 2005)

Three Parties refer to the [PCC SAE, of
which two also make reference to the
IFPCC AR4: 1n addition, siz Farties refer
to the IPCC AR4

One Party included CO5, CHy and IO,
nine Fatties, of which seven Farties also
included N_Pz,lnduded CC,, CHy, N0,
HEC:, PECs and =F;,

IPCC sectors covered by all Parties:
energy, [PPT, agriculture and waste; one
Party did not include LULUCE in ats low
target, two Parties included aviation

Twro Parties envisaged using the land-
based approach and three Parties
envisaged using the activity-based
approach, some of the remaining Parties
referred to clear, uniform and
environmentally robust accounting rules

TWith few exceptions, Parties stated their
intention to make use of carbon credits in
achieving their targets; carbon credits are
expectedte come from a number of
sources/mechanism s that may follow
different rules

Recommendation in decision 15/CP.17° for using
walues from the IPCC AR4

Values from the IPCC AR4 for the second
commitment period of the Eyoto Protocol ®

Minimum requirements in decision 15/CF 177
CCy, CHy, MO, HF Cs, PEC:, 3F; and ME;
Greenhouge gases included in Annex A to the
Eyoto Protorol: Oy, OH,, W0, HECs, FFCs,
SFs and NF: &

Minimum requirements in decision 15/CP.17:F
AN TPCC sectors

Sectorsincluded in Annex A to the Eyoto
Protocol (energy, IPFU, agriculture and waste)
and activity-based accounting for LULTCFE 1n
acceordance with Article 2, paragraphs 3 and 4 &

Repotting on full land-bazed approach in
accerdance with decision 15/CP 17
Modalities, rules and gmidelines for the activity-
based approach under the Eyoto Protocol?

Modalibes and procedures for the new
mechamsm under the Convention (see para, 98
below) that will be available for achieving the
targets under the Convention are expected to be
adopted &t COP 19

Eules and procedures for emission trading and
project-based mechanisms under the Kyoto
Protocol

Information from seven Parties 1s pe

Information from six Patties ic pendi

Information from six Parties 13 pends

Information from eight Parties is pen

Information from most Parties 15 pen
regarding the types of sources’mech
for carbon credits and their quantitat
contribution towards achieving the t;
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oo -'P'_
= common metrics to calculate the carbon dioxide equivalence of greenhouse
gases

= SBSTA 36 (2012.6.) 3 IPCC 5% EXNYAN 559 HNHLE Bt 8 I=t 5
Yoo NgHe YU FHF G ANL FR

- B
= SBSTA 40(2014. 6.)°1M IPCC BETE =9 Y 9332 14 59 141 4
opfY FTZ 2% =¥
= Global Warming Potential (GWP)
= Global Temperature Change Potential (GTP)
= Social Costs of Carbon (SCC)
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< Greenhouse gas emission metrics: exchange rates

Choice of climate impact

A -{ Emissions |t ---------- :
: | :
: Atmospheric i
: Concentrations :
: i
1
]

S LT
-
l ey,

Radiative Forcing e

-
et
el
.. -..-..&u-..“-- i

Climate Change

|

Impacts

Development of
mitigation
strategies, including
mitigation costs,
damage costs,
discount rates

Increasing
uncertainty

METRICS
Measures to quantify
impact of emissions

Y Increasing
policy relevance
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3 S A
5 =
<+ Greenhouse gas emission metrics: exchange rates
7 Constant temporal weighting
m;:ﬁobammng Potential  RF Constant e e S8 | [PCE A eaty:
Global Warming Potential Constant, average of future o S Lashof and Ahuja
Fiscotmir RE: condilions Exponential discounting (1990)
AT Condam fE\aIunﬂ?:s]zt : mced nme T
Time-dependent global o = =]
LU temperature change AT Time-varying m‘r‘lﬁzz :‘n:rf‘” endpoit opine et al, (2007)
s Temperature . et e ‘complex function of time when | ..
CETP i AT Exogenous scenario. dlimate threshold is reached | JOh@NNSON (2012)
Gillet and Mathews
‘Mean Global Temperature e Constant temporal weighting:
Ll Change Potential e i il over fixed time horzon _Eg:%"“"s ot al
Global Cost Potential  Infinte damage  Time-vanying Exponenaliscouning s ¢ Rhels
above climate target. ' '
_ Kandikar (1996),
Global Damage Potenlial  D(AT) Time-varying Exponential ciscounting Hammit et al.
' ' (19962) _
= 1_7 2

3. 2AJ1A 0] O] AtSIELA SHAL) (3 2 0] BAHHIS

< Greenhouse gas emission metrics: exchange rates
Assessment of metrics for policy making

Scientific performance Policy performance & benefits

No single metric for all applications

18
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<+ Greenhouse gas emission metrics: exchange rates
= BN HFHE M0 H, fEYE, ANE, EF ANE I Al AN 88 § 24
A S5 gr° 4OE.
= HA9 EANHLE FHO| BHAIA e FE TF OF.
* GWP
- g HEEOE AZHE Y4
- N2E% YA, 25 SH)Y AENOE ARGN 29
= GTP
- AT GWPY H2HR Y42 B AHD AS.
- NEO| BREE SRAYO £0E B
= SCC
- TZHYE QI3 AYE B 32 A NY: FUFULF0AM) H§
- SRAY YL =S

»  Ij3j%4(damage function)2 2oy

]
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v, AHAL
* ‘oo

- GWP Vs. GTP
» CH4: GWP100 = 28 Vs. GTP100 = 4
- GTPE ¥ A EU, U3 5 WEY 3
. GTPEZ B A TF, H3AT 5 HEF 32
- ERUY: CH4 ¥2
+ GWP20: £30%
= GWP100: =40%
= GTP100: £75%
- E99 N& ofg
- NEIASS 20208WK GWPE BNTLE NSO UZ T uf, =9 FT 23
- HAR(E77:53) 52 GTPY §84° FAUUODE 9| N4 ¥
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SBSTA: I3Hs YL Algst: Moty AR

IotN =09 Uo| oY EY

HRZL HYH HPYYL NAH PE

. AFRFO PN FE

= P2 155 QELE TS 3o AZHL FZ
. mENme Navt 5y
. NEZY HIX uZ W

= SBSTAE H%E AJE HIFOZ NIEYS =28 NF
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