Reference: 20160323

18 October 2016

Thank you for your Official Information Act request, received on 23 August 2016. You
requested the following:

“ A copy of all advice, listed by date and title, regarding agricultural emissions
since 1 January 2015

* A copy of all correspondence, sent or received, regarding agricultural emissions
since 1 January 2015

* A copy of all briefings, listed by date and title, regarding agricultural emissions
since 1 January 2015

* A copy of all reports, listed by date and title, regarding agricultural emissions
since 1 January 2015

* A copy of all memos, listed by date and title, regarding agricultural emissions
since 1 January 2015”

On 14 September 2016, you agreed to rescope the request to:

“A copy of all substantive correspondence with formal advice, sent or received,
regarding agricultural emissions since 1 January 2015”.

On 21 September | extended the time limit for deciding on your request by an
additional 20 working days.



Information Being Released

Please find enclosed the following documents:

Item Date Document Description Proposed Action

1. 28 May 2015 Email and attached Aide Memoire: Release in full
Conditional Climate change targets

2. 23 June 2015 Email and attached Aide Memoire: Release in part
Climate Change post 2020 target

3. 20 July 2015 Letter to FEC re climate change target Release in part
cost figures

4. 2 February 2016 | FEC Briefing: Climate Change Issues Release in part
February 2016

S. 26 May 2016 FEC Briefing: Climate Change Issues Release in part
June 2016

| have decided to release the relevant parts of the documents listed above, subject to
information being withheld under one or more of the following sections of the Official
Information Act, as applicable:

the security or defence of New Zealand, section s6(a) — to avoid prejudicing the
security or defence of New Zealand or the international relations of the
Government of New Zealand

personal contact details of officials, under section 9(2)(a) — to protect the privacy
of natural persons, including deceased people

confidential information, under section 9(2)(ba)(i) — to protect information that is
subject to an obligation of confidence, or that was or could be provided under
legal compulsion, and where releasing the information would be likely to
prejudice the supply of similar information in the future - and it is in the public
interest that such information should continue to be supplied

advice still under consideration, under section 9(2)(f)(iv) — to maintain the current
constitutional conventions protecting the confidentiality of advice tendered by
ministers and officials, and

names and contact details of junior officials and certain sensitive advice, under
section 9(2)(g)(i) — to maintain the effective conduct of public affairs through the
free and frank expression of opinions.



Information Publicly Available

The following information is also covered by your request and is publicly available on
the Treasury and Parliament websites:

Item | Date Document Description Website Address
1. 25 August 2016 Previous Treasury OIA http://www.treasury.govt.nz/dow
response nloads/pdfs/oia/oia-

20160283.pdf

20160283 Agricultural
Emissions

2. 23 February 2015 | Minister of Finance PQ by Dr https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/
Russel Norman order-paper-questions/written-

questions/document/QWA 0067
5 2015/675-2015-dr-russel-
norman-to-the-minister-of-
finance

Accordingly, | have refused your request for the above documents under section 18(d)
of the Official Information Act — the information requested is or will soon be publicly
available.

Some relevant information has been removed from documents listed in the above table
and we believe this information should continue to be withheld under the Official

Information Act, on the grounds described in the documents.

In making my decision, | have considered the public interest considerations in section
9(1) of the Official Information Act.

Please note that this letter (with your personal details removed) and enclosed
documents may be published on the Treasury website.

This fully covers the information you requested. You have the right to ask the
Ombudsman to investigate and review my decision.

Yours sincerely

Libby Masterton
Manager, Natural Resources
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From: Alastair Cameron [TSY]
Sent: Friday, 29 May 2015 2:11 p.m.
To: gary.white@parliament.govt.nz

Subject: RE: Climate change aide-memoire

Attachments: Aide Memoire: Conditional Climate Chag@\} @

Sorry — here’s a version without the watermark.
Alastair Cameron | Senior Analyst | The Treasury
Tel: +64 4 917 6047 | Alastair.Cameron@treasury.govt.nz @ @
S s), a Iegally privileged. If you are not an intended

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended onlyf
addressee:

a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by re
b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibi

From: Alastair Cameron [TSY]

Sent: Friday, 29 May 2015 2:07 p.m.

To: gary.white@parliament.govt.nz

Subject: Climate change aide-mem @
[IN-CONFIDENCE] @ Q

Hi Gary, @

Attached is the Trea i emoire mentioned earlier in the week, which I'd like to put to finance Ministers
alongside the brief 0

Gros re you able to forward this to Ministers Joyce and Bennett? Or | can, but
can you give me ouId send it to?

s of the pe
We don’t have a TA this aftern@he will make the formal copies and send them over on Tuesday when she’s
back. %
Let me know if need @Ise.
Alastair @

Alastair Cameron | Senior Analyst | The Treasury
Tel: +64 4 917 6047 | Alastair.Cameron@treasury.govt.nz

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended
addressee:

a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733);

b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.



20160323 TOIA Binder Doc 1
Page 2 of 30

IN-CONFIDENCE

Reference: T2015/1125 SH-10-8

Rk

THE TREASURY

Kaitohutohu Kaupapa Rawa

Date: 28 May 2015

Associate Minister of Finance (Hon Paul

Deadline: None
(if any) %

Aide Memoire: Conditional Cli Chan& ts

Executive summary @ @
es nstom

1. This aide-memoire discuss a ealand’s post-2020 emissions

To: Minister of Finance (Hon Bill English) &
Associate Minister of Finance (Hon Steven @

reduction target conditi factors t ive a future government flexibility
to reduce the target if re i osts. In summary:
a. abine Committee (STR) earlier this year,
and’s post-2020 emissions reduction target
uch as research and scientific developments.
b tand that S isters were worried about the potential costs of

Wre seeking flexibility for a future government to reduce

if requ avoid high costs.
‘ias forwarded you advice on options to make New Zealand’s

In the Treasury’s view, the approach proposed by officials

d. e only way for Ministers to be certain that a target will not impose high
costs in the future is to use the flexibility currently afforded New Zealand in
the negotiations to table a “nationally determined” target that does not rely on
future research and scientific developments to reduce costs.

e. In Treasury’s view, the most appropriate target is one that covers the whole
economy (including the agriculture sector), but explicitly recognises New
Zealand’s unique emissions profile and gives priority to carbon dioxide
reductions. Our previous advice [T2015/557] sets out the scientific,
environmental and economic rationale for this approach.

Treasury:3193411v1 IN-CONFIDENCE 1
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f. Taking a target of this nature may reduce New Zealand’s influence to
negotiate favourable rules for markets and forestry. However, such rules are
still likely to form part of the new agreement because many countries have an
interest in them. Also, the costs of meeting a stringent target with favourable
market and forestry rules, but without research and scientific breakthroughs,

is still likely to be higher than the cost of meeting a target that does notrely on
those breakthroughs to reduce costs.

g. Arange of stakeholders are currently advocati h the cu blic
consultation on New Zealand'’s post-2020 ti;ge n appro ha

prioritises carbon dioxide reductions over €.

Officials have provided advice on how to makeNZ’s
target conditional

2. New Zealand is expected to table its

target should be conditiona
ments (including in rel

4, ow to make New Zealand’s target
with you to discuss a way forward.
Flexibility to man ts while remaining within the international

5. d were concerned about the potential costs of

No option pr@e flexibility that STR Ministers are seeking
6.  Officials from’MfE, MPI and MFAT are advising against explicit conditionality of the
ki visaged by STR Ministers. They are instead proposing that New Zealand

s target “provisional” until it ratifies the new agreement to be concluded in
Paris fater this year. Ratification is likely to occur between 2018 and 2020.

7.  Treasury’s view is that neither explicit conditionality nor provisionality give a future
government the flexibility that STR Ministers are seeking.

8.  Officials’ advise against making New Zealand'’s target explicitly conditional because
it would fail expectations on developed countries to table unconditional targets
before Paris. Failing these expectations would jeopardise our ability to negotiate
favourable rules with respect to markets and forestry. Furthermore, the new
agreement is likely to specify that countries’ targets cannot be conditional upon
ratification. As such, it will not be possible for New Zealand to maintain

Treasury:3193411v1 IN-CONFIDENCE 2
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conditionality after ratification, even though we are unlikely to know by then if our
conditions on research and scientific developments are met.

9. Instead of conditionality, officials are proposing that New Zealand makes its target
“provisional” until the outcome of future negotiations on markets and forestry is

before ratification if the outcome of those negotiations is d &
envisaged when we tabled our target. This is unlikely to-petrr
factors like research and scientific developments thg
and, again, means it will not be possible to maint

10. A future government may have the ability t
this is also unlikely. The draft of the new
that countries cannot do this. Even if thj
will be political pressure on countries no

The target New Zealand tables this y
to meet

11.  As neither conditionality no
target in the future, it is ik

12. If meeting the tar

developments d ,

under-achieve-its t an '

negotiated tagreem i ely to include financial sanctions on

countrie er-achie gets. Itis more likely to include a review

mechanis “name and shame” for countries that under-achieve.
Treasu %che o certain way to avoid high costs is to table a target ahead
of Pla hat does no% nresearch and scientific developments to reduce costs
13. Ministers hed about the possibility future targets imposing high costs

ir |lack of options to avoid paying them, they could reconsider the decision to

i that meets the definition of “progression” generally accepted in the
negotiations. Under this definition, developed country targets must be

inter
mo ent in a narrow quantitative sense than current targets. For New
Z@S\, is means more than our current 5% below 1990 levels.

14. Choosing a different way for New Zealand to demonstrate “progression” would
provide the most certainty that a future government would avoid a choice between
paying high costs, under-achieving its target or walking away from the international
agreement. It would involve using the flexibility afforded countries in the
negotiations to submit “nationally determined” contributions ahead of Paris. Using
this flexibility would enable New Zealand to table a target that does not rely on
future research and scientific developments to avoid high costs.

15. Inthe Treasury’s view, the most appropriate target is one that covers the whole
economy (including the agriculture sector), but explicitly recognises the unique

Treasury:3193411v1 IN-CONFIDENCE 3
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composition of New Zealand’s emissions profile and gives priority to carbon dioxide
reductions. Our previous advice [T2015/557] sets out the scientific, environmental
and economic rationale for this approach.

New Zealand could table a target of this kind ahead of Paris on an unconditional

because it would fail the definition of “progression”
international negotiations.)

The main drawback of this kind of target is t ro!; ssion as

it would not shaw.p
that concept is generally understood in thednferhational neg e(% “Progression”
is not formally defined, however, and our : at New Zealand is free to
argue for a different definition of “prog For example, a target that covers

ide ez‘% ould be said to
Ji ets, and also address

ources of emissions; and

a.  signal bigger carbon djo
agricultural emissions;

b. signal meaningf on all ou

c. involve great@ d effort

%ﬁvocating for an approach that prioritises
e. This includes the “Fix our Future”

youth-led organisation founded to find climate

k with Wapproach is that it may reduce New Zealand’s
ce’to nego ia rable market and forestry rules. Nonetheless, we think

is low e risk of high costs from taking a stringent target that relies

current target.
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AN
o« :search ific breakthroughs to reduce costs. This is because:

a. m countries have a strong interest in sound market and forestry
) o these rules are likely to feature as part of the new agreement; and

r(
ost of meeting a stringent target with favourable market and forestry

es, but without research and scientific breakthroughs, is still likely be higher
an the cost of a target that does not rely on those breakthroughs to manage
cost.

Ultimately, what New Zealand tables ahead of Paris is likely to remain our target

20.

21.

Treasury recognises that Ministers face an extremely difficult decision to formulate
a target that both demonstrates “progression” and avoids high costs.

Officials have not been able to identify an issue that achieves both these objectives
so long as “progression” is defined in a strict, quantitative sense as generally
accepted in the international negotiations.

Treasury:3193411v1 IN-CONFIDENCE 4
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22. Therefore, whether or not the target is framed as being provisional or conditional, it
is critical for Ministers to be aware that the target they table this year ahead of Paris
is likely to remain the target we will be accountable to meet.

Alastair Cameron, Senior Analyst, Natural Resources, 04 91 47
Mark Vink, Acting Manager, Natural Resources, 04 917 60 @

Treasury:3193411v1 IN-CONFIDENCE 5
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From: Alastair Cameron [TSY]

Sent: Tuesday, 23 June 2015 5:13 p.m.

To: gary.white@parliament.govt.nz

Cc: Mark Vink [TSY] &

Subject: Aide-memoire and cost information

Attachments: Climate change - 1 page cost compari osed targets.DOC; Aide Memoire:
O

Climate change - post-2020 targe&ser revnse C
[IN-CONFIDENCE] % %

Hi Gary,
Attached is our aide-memoire on Hon Groser’s revis ’ ption, wu derstand he will propose at tomorrow

morning’s EGI. If you or the Minister have any mo n the office until 6pm tonight, on my cell
phone —s9(2)(@) —or will be back in the offic ut 8.30ar rfow morning.

Also, as | mentioned earlier, officials are keento make sure
information we provided in our last Trea %eort is con
what we understand other Ministers’hdve had:

3 The onl %
target of 10% below 1990 levels, to his optiz?/?
5 |_Costin 2027 relative to RGNDI in 2027
Optio ing no action (2012 (RGNDI is
prices) currently $220b)

-10% on non-agricultural.gases (C $2.3b (0.78% RGNDI) $296.7b
(Trea rnative)

- 9 i
10% on W entire O\@D $3.7b (1.23% RGNDI) $295.3b
roser’s opt|or))r/7

The cost information in o Meport is from on the same Infometrics modelling as for these figures (provided to
us by the Ministry for t ronment), but:

have the same cost information. The cost
the information in the Cabinet paper and with
al figures that Hon Groser may refer to are a CO2

-70% CO2 target, instead of a -10% CO2 target;
e includes total costs from the 10-year commitment period, instead of the annual figure in 2027.

If there is confusion at EGI about costings, it might be helpful for Minister English to table the costs table from our last
report. I've attached that here as a one-pager, with brief narrative and qualifications.

Alastair

Alastair Cameron | Senior Analyst | The Treasury
Tel: +64 4 917 6047 | Alastair.Cameron@treasury.govt.nz

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
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The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended
addressee:

a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733);
b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.
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Cost comparison of proposed targets

Table 1 compares New Zealand’s current target with the Minister for Climate Change Issues’
proposed post-2020 target and potential alternative targets focusing on carbon dioxide. It
shows:

¢ the emission reductions associated with each target, calculated using two different
metrics (GWP and GTP);

e the economic and fiscal costs of each target;’
¢ the change in New Zealand’s emissions by 2030 target
Table 1: Comparison of proposed target and differ@e@ of carbm@%g targets
Current target: \o?i target: \I\T;ernative targets:
2013-2020 -2030 Q 2021-2030?

5% below 1990, all { 1 )% below & 25% below | 70% below

gases all gases 1990, CO- 1990, CO:
Emission reductions >
over 8 years (GTP)® e (15\%\w 128 A
Emission reductions N
over 8 years (GWP) 149\) /\% e e

Economic cost* w 37 27 -37

($ billion, 2012 prices)

Economic cost w \/
(%RGND) | na 123 0.89 123

Fiscal cost of coveéw
agricultur -4.5 0 0
($ billion, 2012{2@@ %
Chang Y4
emissi 0 WJ -10% +15% -10%
(1990 eli WP)

n/a -29% -10% -29%

' Economic costs are from CGE modelling undertaken by Infometrics to simulate the effect of a global carbon price rising to $50
in 2030 on economic growth and emissions. The model captures both the direct and secondary economic effects of domestic
emissions reductions and international purchasing. Agricultural emissions are not priced in the models, but are accounted for
under the “all gases” target (but not the CO; targets). Forestry emissions and removals are not factored in to the costs as they
could increase or reduce the cost depending on the forestry rules applied.

2 Targets do not include any agricultural methane or nitrous oxide.

3 The emissions reductions for the proposed and alternative targets are calculated by taking the annual average emissions
reductions for the 10-year commitment period (2021-2030) and multiplying that average over 8 years.

4 The modelling was for targets calculated using a GWP metric (second line) and so these costs cannot be applied for targets
calculated using the GTP metric (first line).

5 This fiscal cost would arise if agricultural emissions are included in New Zealand’s international target but excluded from the
Emissions Trading Scheme, requiring the Crown to purchase overseas offsets to cover the agricultural sector’'s emissions.
There is no fiscal cost for alternative (CO,) targets because the target would no longer require New Zealand to purchase offsets
to meet the agriculture sector’'s emissions.

Treasury:3225607v1 IN-CONFIDENCE 1
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Date:

To:

Deadline:

revised option

Doc 2
Page 10 of 30

IN-CONFIDENCE

T2015/1373 SH-10-8 Rl
23 June 2015 THE TREASURY
Kaitohutohu Kaupapa Rawa

Minister of Finance (Hon Bill English)
Associate Minister of Finance (Hon Steven Joyce)

Associate Minister of Finance (Hon Paula Be@ &
23 June 2014 @ @

Aide Memoire: Climate change - p@O targ n Groser

1. This aide-memoire updates you on the
Hon Groser intends to propose at EG
since we provided advice to you

duction target that
which he has revised

Summary and recommendatio@
g me targe el as outlined in the Cabinet paper

2. Hon Groser is still proposing the )
(10% below 1990 leve ~ 0, covering

the targ

for the agriculture

b.

tors), but intends to propose that

et is made Qvisional o Zealand successfully negotiating rules

ur assessment is that the revised proposal provides
Groser’s original proposal, it still risks high economic
020s and provides a future Government with few options

N

OSlS.

revised proposal:

5. We recoz@at you ask the following questions at EGI to test the benefits of

griculture sector that would reduce the cost of the target?

)

Hon Gr6
é likely is it that New Zealand could successfully negotiate rules for the

If New Zealand is not successful in these negotiations, what scope would
there be for New Zealand to reduce the costs of our target?

To what extent does the additional provisionality increase the risk that New
Zealand will be criticised for signalling a weak approach to agriculture?

6. Treasury’s advice remains that a split target may be in New Zealand’s best
interests. Accordingly, we recommend that you do not support the Minister’s

revised

option and instead invite him to provide more information on alternative

target options. If EGI does support Hon Groser’s approach, however, we
recommend that you support his revised proposal.

Treasury:3225120v1 IN-CONFIDENCE 1
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Minister Groser’s revised option

7. Since we provided advice to you last Friday on New Zealand’s post-2020 emissions
reduction target [TR2015/1273], we understand that Minister Groser has revised
the target he intends to propose at EGI on 24 June (tomorrow).

8. Hon Groser is still proposing the same level outlined in the’€abinet paper, i.£.710%

below 1990 levels by 2030 (covering all sectors). Howe % ill now prepese
SN o

cO O
which is expected to occur sometime between = .

9. We previously advised you that making Ne alar rget-provisional would not
provide Ministers with the degree of flexibili ~ o requested at
Cabinet Strategy Committee discussi %

10. Our assessment of Hon Groser’

this remains the case. While the revised y provide a small net benefit
over Hon Groser’s original proposa [ inthe C
economic and fiscal costs over the ovenwith access to markets and forestry

countries have not wanted to discuss treatment of the
sector ahead of the Paris meeting in November, and it is unclear
is\will change after Paris.

I ys the groundwork for New Zealand to change its target if we are
unsuccessful in these negotiations.

MFAT advice is that, should we be unsuccessful in the negotiations, New
Zealand would still face reputation risk from any approach that could reduce
the costs of our target (e.g. reducing the level, treating carbon dioxide and
agricultural emissions differently). s6(@)

Treasury:3225120v1 IN-CONFIDENCE 2
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Costs of Hon Groser’s revised option

13. By being more explicit about our intention to negotiate rules for the agriculture
sector, the revised proposal presents a risk that New Zealand will be questioned
about its intentions and ultimately criticised for signalling the possibility of a weak
approach in the future. This potential for criticism is why officials originally advised
against making New Zealand'’s target explicitly condition New Zealan ding

solutions for our agricultural emissions.
14. MFAT considers the proposed provisionality wordi @ Zealark@@@

adequately manages the risk. &

Treasury advice % %

15. On balance, we consider that Hon Gros 2 @ a small net
R - i %

benefit over his original proposal outlined :

16. Nonetheless, it still risks high economic and fiscal er'the 2020s, even with

access to markets and forestry, and-provides few options, for a future Government
to reduce those costs. ®

17. Accordingly, Treasury’s advice remains t ;E! arget may be in New Zealand’s
O N

best interests [TR2015{ . )We still rec S nend that you do not support the
Minister’s revised opti¢ instead ' m to direct his officials to provide more

. ave provided your office with the
m tion for EGI.
18. If EGI deci to %s approach, we recommend that you support
his revise C&

Al%mmero nalyst, Natural Resources, 04 917 6047
Mark Vink, Acti% er, Natural Resources, 04 917 6006

Q
&

Treasury:3225120v1 IN-CONFIDENCE 3
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File Reference SH-10-8

20 July 2015

%
& &

Chairperson — Finance & Expenditure Committee

By email: jo.elworthy@parliament.govt.nz % @

Dear Mr Bennett

1.l am writing in relation to
17 June 2015 to discuss

Treasury’s projecti

gas emission r on
figures, and so
3. In his qu tNorma to Treasury advice that a target to reduce
New Z / reenhou% missions to 5% below 1990 levels by 2030
0S

Crown,$52 billion over the 2020s.

tit wo elpful to clarify.

i '
costs o rﬁa ¥ New Zealand’s future greenhouse
rgets. E? as been some confusion about these

mber as part of Treasury’s Briefing to the Incoming
e Treasury’s cost projections were redacted, along with

5. hen, the Treasury’s actual cost projections from the report have been
released, including in a slide pack recently released under the Official Information
Act. | have included a copy of the relevant slide for your information.

6.  As the attached slide shows, Treasury’s projection of the costs of meeting a
target to reduce New Zealand’s emissions to 5% below 1990 levels from 2021-
2030 were:

a.  $8-$28 billion (2012 prices) of cumulative economic costs, or 0.3-0.8% of
GDP;
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b.  $4-$14 billion (2012 prices) in fiscal costs, which could arise if agricultural
emissions were included in the target but not the emissions trading
scheme, and the Crown was required to purchase overseas offsets to cover
those emissions.

WeductiWNDﬂ
Mod %%tri%@ode/ 2 (Landcare)

(Cu 021-2 @Cumulative, 2021-2030)

5% below 1990 levels, - . o
2021-2030 @ billion (@ -$18 billion (0.56%)

9. This modelling wa % ioned

publicly availabl inistry’s
10.  I'would be ﬂ 8 %OU could
- O 4 i o

o helrcon
T
¢

Mark Vink %R
Manager@ esources

"RGNDI is Real Gross National Disposable Income — a measure of the size of the economy based on GDP but which
better accounts for the cost of purchasing international units. Dollar figures are in 2012 prices.
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Climate Change Issues: FEC — February 2016

Key messages

N
Key issues &Q//\/

The New Zealand government welcomed the conclusion of the new global climate change

agreement at Paris in December last year.
'is'to reduce/it/é%ons to

( \/‘/ N\
N
Treasury did not support this target, and advised Ministe ake a split targaégf?cdsing on carbon
dioxide reductions to 25% below 1990 levels by ZCQd a commitment to imp

New Zealand’s emissions reduction target under the new agreen
30% below 2005 levels by 2030. This target applies to all gases,

impfove the emissions
intensity (i.e. efficiency) of the agricultural secto 7

The Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS) Revie %@q Novem %Laﬁd the first phase of
consultation closes on 19 February 201 )

@weet its Paris Agreement target
E tings

The ETS Review is an opportunity
efficiently, by setting a clear and cr 9/‘

O\
Review of the Emissions Tra«fmé' e (ETS) \;/
\,,,/’/) )
e  Using the ETS R vi‘@z;o)éet a clearand credible pathway for ETS settings will help firms make good
long term investment decisions by.giving certainty about what kind of obligations they’ll face for

Q ions through the ETS in thefuture.

of the T&i@new is considering removing the “one-for-two” transitional measure
ely halves, carbon price for all sectors except forestry. It is also considering
the pricel céjl\if\fg} at sets a maximum fixed price for emissions, to reduce the costs of
removing one ‘on households and firms.

-for-two” transitional measure could be justified if required to help firms
/ eting NZ’'s post-2020 emissions reduction target. The public consultation is testing
this q{és\tjgn and the Review will allow the costs and benefits to be considered.

The second stage of the review will consider other matters that could be progressed over a longer
timeframe. These include the role of auctioning and supply management in the ETS, if and when
allocations to trade-exposed industry should be reduced after 2020, and complementary measures
outside the ETS to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

In September 2015, following receipt of an OIA response from Treasury, the Green Party put out a
press release saying that Treasury advised the Government to secure a greater degree of political
party consensus on climate change. This was based on Treasury’s briefing to the incoming Minister
of Finance in November 2014 advising Ministers that greater regulatory certainty would assist firms
to make good long-term investment decisions, and that if they wished to take explicit steps to

Treasury:3386459v1
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provide greater regulatory certainty, they could consider a number of actions, starting with public
consultation on New Zealand’s post-2020 target and future ETS settings. Beyond those two steps,
Treasury advised, Ministers could consider securing greater political party consensus on targets and

ETS settings to help provide regulatory certainty.
of New Zealan%NZUs) in
d forward by | ETS/ participants

owards et\q}Nﬁw Zealand’s
t the Government needs to

NS

Fiscal impacts

e  The ETS Review Discussion Documents states that the large numbe

into the 2020s will be eligible for use in the ETS, but will not
2030 target, possibly leaving a shortfall of international h

purchase.

,7,\\

e ltis very difficult to quantify this fiscal risk bec
of NZUs carried forward, the price of NZUs
agricultural emissions over the 2020s. U

d tional u :Q\d/gther factors, such as
ef\@rre t proje& a carbon price of $25, the

rward into the 2020s by doubling
\ tvof fiscal risk after 2020.
Q) ) -

e  Before 2020, removing eases Cro/wr\ ue because NZUs returned to the
Government are accodnxe sreven atithe/durrent carbon price. The approximate fiscal
impacts are show?thé t?ble below a rrent carbon price of $9.50.

e  Removing the 1:2 would reduce t%/
the demand for NZUs and the eby\e

ng one-for-two from 1 January 2017

N
Table 1: Est:m@@&> Impact of%

$ million 2516/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20

Increa n Revenue' aii/ 55 109 105 102
cz@nt carbon price 5%\;

%ﬁ’/

. Transpp\?t\wll ster Simon Bridges has said publicly that the government is considering what role it
couldﬁalay)/h facilitating the uptake of electric vehicles (EVs), and that his officials are working on a
package of measures to support uptake.

Electric vehicles

e  Treasury is optimistic that EVs could have potential in New Zealand and could support policy
interventions to facilitate uptake where there is evidence of a barrier to uptake. We are unlikely to
support subsidies to address price-based barriers, as the Emissions Trading Scheme is designed to
address price-based barriers in a way that delivers NZ's most efficient level of emissions
abatement.

e  Possible barriers to uptake identified by the Ministry of Transport include:
o Relatively higher purchase price when compared to conventional vehicles.

o Limited travel range (up to 150km).

Treasury:3386459v1
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o Limited range of EVs available in NZ due to small size of NZ as a market, lack of financial
incentives which are provided in other markets, and lack of minimum demand for
importers to risk up-front investment.

o Information problems: lack of awareness, uncertainty of total costs of ownership,
misconceptions.

o Co-ordination problems: consumers are reluctant to purchase EVs without public charging
infrastructure, while the private sector is reluctant to invest in charging infrastructure
without widespread uptake of EVs. &

It is expected that cost and travel range barriers will be re ime. <\\J/

replace the Crown car fleet %
e The Labour Party does not have a i

the wider use of EVs. ] \
Progress towards a Post-ZOZW Inte onal Agrf_femEnt/ /»‘

/\\

e The New Zealand

mbitious

2 degree/
o allcou a\//e agreed to take emission reduction targets;
o cou ble to use markets (overseas offsets) and forestry offsets to help meet their

OV

pranonal) global goal to keep global temperature increase below 1.5
/\

e Theré rik ctive goal for developed countries to mobilise $100 billion per year from 2021-2025
to he%devélopmg countries reduce their emissions and adapt to the effects of climate change. We
will continue to meet of that collective goal in partnership with our donor parties (especially in the
Pacific), providing finance for climate related projects in line with their priorities.

e New Zealand’s emissions reduction target under the Paris Agreement is to reduce our GHG
emissions to 30% below 2005 levels by 2030 (11.2% below 1990). This target applies to all gases.

e Treasury did not support an “all gases” target and instead recommended targeting carbon dioxide.
Carbon dioxide is the main driver of long-term temperature increase, whereas methane (the main
agricultural gas) is short-lived in the atmosphere. Giving equal weight to methane and carbon
dioxide emissions in the 2020s risks New Zealand focusing on expensive mitigation that has less
environmental benefit.
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20160323 TOIA Binder Doc 4
Page 18 of 30

IN-CONFIDENCE

e  Reducing emissions in New Zealand is significantly more expensive than it is for other countries. In
Treasury’s view, a fair target for New Zealand would require smaller emission reductions than other
countries are able to achieve, while imposing similar costs. New Zealand has the highest agricultural
emissions and production per capita in the world, which is expensive to reduce. New Zealand also
already has over 80% renewable electricity generation, and a relatively fast growing population.

Potential costs from meeting New Zealand’s post-2020 emissions redu@grget &
o

[ (“\‘
¢t of 30% be@w\g@@yévels by 2030
N

e The following table shows the modelled costs of meeting ata
(i.e. the total costs over the ten year target period, 2024-2

N o\
- >
Model Infom?r?sg\ /‘@care Research
( s
i \\ )

i =/
RGNDI / national -1.25% Mbim% -0.592% -$17.69 billion

income

\ /
e  Reminder: Redacted information r%&asury re asaccidently released in November

2014. This lead to claims that meeti ‘emission targets the 2020s could cost $52 billion. The
actual costs estimates that reé\/@y presente 8 billion. This was clarified in a letter sent

by the Treasury to the F irperson (Se;,vAj)\ ix1).
- \\O )
/(} o \;/ /
N )
(o

\X
Questions & Answers , \

Wreasu?{ %\ere is a case for action on climate change?

~ -
Q f”\Y; . The ir}lpq ‘Qﬁeople and the environment from climate change could be significant,

particularl@hc@t mperatures increase much beyond 2 degrees. With a large share of our
~ )
econo

Question:

Answer:

ed-6n our natural resources, New Zealand will be affected by any increase in

th of severe weather events like droughts and floods. Evidence suggests that,
| scale, taking action in the near term to keep long-term temperature increase

//’jbe\ degrees will cost less than adapting to the effects of climate change if

'\te peratures rise above 2 degrees.

N

Of course, limiting temperature increase requires global action, and there are good reasons

for New Zealand to act as part of any global consensus. Our participation can help

encourage wider global action. Also, as a small country, we benefit from supporting rules-

based international processes.

Question: Would Treasury support a cross-party accord on climate change?
Answer: It’s obviously up to political parties to decide if they want to work together on climate
change and Treasury will always assist the Government of the day to implement its policy

agenda, however formed. In principle, if a cross-party accord helped provide greater
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regulatory certainty, then we would support the idea as regulatory certainty is critical to
firms making good long term investment decisions. Of course, achieving cross-party
consensus is not the only way to provide regulatory certainty.

Does Treasury support changes to the ETS to increase the carbon price?

as much cert%possible
{ That should pri rily

ent price nsés\\a{e required to
acase. Th ssys;ups are being

The most important thing the ETS Review can do is give firm

include signals about future policy intentions,
help send those signals then we consider there
tested as part of the ETS Review.

Why doesn’t the modelling on New Zee
or co-benefits of action? K\

The costs of inaction are dif i ntify as tﬁ\é%dep d on the actions that the whole
world takes to reduce e not just Ney Ia@. The costs of inaction will be large
but are hard to predict acc ejy and hare t e ss in monetary terms. This is also the

case for modelling @flts of actio SQC \Tr quality and health benefits.
N
\\
ﬂfmeetmg targets because of the assumptions
technology development even at high carbon prices?

Does the moQéan\ erstate
used, such as aséumlng no signifi
\V

f the direction and magnitude of costs of specific
limitations. No model can accurately predict if, when or where

gical prgg¥es occur, or exactly how this might modify the costs. The

lling th fo< ives a prudent estimate of the cost of targets, but it’s also important
tqconducys;%é analysis to consider the impact of scenarios that cannot be modelled.
Technologi C& b/rea throughs could reduce the costs but these should be taken as

pos% n{h/e sensitivity analysis rather than sure outcomes.

vels?

Question: /Qﬁ Zealand on track to meet our current 2020 target of reducing emission to 5% below
/5 le

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Yes, New Zealand is on track to meet the 2020 target, partly because we have a surplus of
Kyoto units from the first commitment period. Under the Kyoto rules we can apply this
surplus to meet emissions above our pre-2020 target.

Why are carbon prices so low?

Current prices were previously linked to international prices to allow participants to meet
their emissions obligations in the most efficient way. Now that the ETS has closed to
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international units, carbon prices have increased to the price of domestic units, which are
currently trading at around $9.50.

Why does the Government allocate New Zealand Units for free, and what is the fiscal cost

Most of the New Zealand Units (NZUs) the Government allocates are to fo@ers for
the carbon they store in their trees. The Governmen % cated szgib(;o energy-
intensive, trade exposed industries to protect thej % tiveness. Wlﬂ@ut/thls

protection, some production would shift to oth@ es that do r%w‘;é}e/a carbon price.

This could increase global emissions, if the n w producer is lessefficient than New Zealand.

of these allocations?

The 15/16 appropriation for allocating ofirms is 51‘5/‘_?:?& illion per annum. This
includes allocation to both forest o nergy-ir&s&ef }\‘rade-exposed firms.
Note that the appropriation is caleu i n price, whereas actual
expenditure is calculated o 2 is means that actual expenditure
is likely to be less than thQ@\ of arket prices are below $10.

N

\\>‘1 7
iscal risksff/’(jm\ i
\\\ \

m'tfl/mate change included in 2015 Budget Economic

The Treasu ent on the Crown’s Long-Term Fiscal Position notes the

- of fiscal economic risks from the effects of climate change, but these risks do
ot meét the tegfé\@r\ ication in the BEFU. This is because the influence of climate

—fotecast perio t be evaluated, so the costs are not able to be quantified with

{ <

reason%&y

/

"\ change on n%}{/gnﬁ and the subsequent impact on the Crown’s finances within the
\
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APPENDIX 1

e News articles and opposition parties claimed earlier this year that a Treasury report showed that
“cost of failing to take action to cut New Zealand’s greenhouse gas emissions is between S3 billion
and 852 billion from 2021-2020”.

presented were $8-28 billion. The $52 billion figure was based o realistic sc where
New Zealand met an emissions target only by purchasing expé rnatlonarfoffsets ithout
any cheaper domestic abatement It also assumed that all of-the i w\g {)/urchased at
>

e  $52 billion was not a cost estimate from the Treasury. The actual : osts estimates that Jreasury

report that was released as part of Treasury’s il obtained this
information because of a technical issue with+ i software issue has been
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APPENDIX 1A

Letter from the Treasury to FEC Chairperson

A

discuss the dgetand ic Fiscal Update.

lam writin%jn re to the Secrmf the Treasury’s attendance at FEC on 17 June 2015 to

NI . 7 . .
1 estion an n?&/ session, Dr Russel Norman referred to Treasury’s projection of the
costs ofmeéting New Ze ’s future greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. There has been

some confusion zm%{\t;h%e figures, and so | thought it would be helpful to clarify.

an referred to Treasury advice that a target to reduce New Zealand’s
issions to 5% below 1990 levels by 2030 could cost the Crown $52 billion over the

In his questio

The adﬁg\é{bét Dr Norman referred to is a report released under the Official Information Act last
November as part of Treasury’s Briefing to the Incoming Minister of Finance. The Treasury’s cost
projections were redacted, along with the carbon prices used to develop the projections. Due to a
problem with the redaction software, s9)@) was able to acquire the carbon prices. $9(2)(@)

s92)@ then did his own calculations using the carbon price figures to determine the $52 billion cost
figure. That figure is not, therefore, a Treasury figure.

Since then, the Treasury’s actual cost projections from the report have been released, including in a
slide pack recently released under the Official Information Act. | have included a copy of the relevant
slide for your information.

As the attached slide shows, Treasury’s projection of the costs of meeting a target to reduce New
Zealand’s emissions to 5% below 1990 levels from 2021-2030 were:

Treasury:3386459v1
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a. $8-$28 billion (2012 prices) of cumulative economic costs, or 0.3-0.8% of GDP;

b. $4-$14 billion (2012 prices) in fiscal costs, which could arise if agricultural emissions were
included in the target but not the emissions trading scheme, and the Crown was required to
purchase overseas offsets to cover those emissions.

These cost projections were based on early modelling by Landcare Research, which was
commissioned by the Ministry for the Environment. The projections.assumed an average carbon
price range of NZ$10 to $165 over the 2020s.

/ 7
Since these projections were done, more comprehensive ec delling of O‘EQn)tl?;ﬂ target
costs has been completed. The results of this modelling for an ivalent targét@/s -that considered
in the Treasury report are as follows: \;

Cost @on in Rﬁw
Model 1 (Info M
(Cumulativé/iz&. 030)

5% below 1990 levels, %
-1.189 18 billi 0.569
2021-2030 > T A N & K ton &

This modelling was commi
the Ministry’s website. o

Q |
ged\)/ the Mlmsfra@\\gwe Environment and is publicly available on
/ C/

| would be grateful<|fyou geg]d forwar
their considerati \f

tter and the attached slide around FEC members for

Yours sincerely V

"RGNDI is Real Gross National Disposable Income — a measure of the size of the economy based on GDP but which better accounts
for the cost of purchasing international units. Dollar figures are in 2012 prices.
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Climate Change Issues: FEC — June 2016
Key messages

e New Zealand signed the Paris Agreement in April this year and the Government is now

working through the domestic processes necessary to allow us'to ratify it.

Y

Y
e New Zealand’s emissions reduction target under the Paris-Agreement is to réd\ﬂ@ﬂ
emissions to 30% below 2005 levels by 2030. This target applies to all gaﬁskv/f

%’\;(I\rnisters to take a-spl
o emissior's intens)tyr— i.eefficiency) of the
Qﬁ ry is workir@@y\iqh other Government

‘ S New Zealand meets the

ittarget focusing

N
e  The Emissions Trading Scheme <&\%R i Q\gmber 2015 and, as a result of
the first phase of the review, th '\‘Vi/e/‘-for-twoi’ tl:\[‘[ ional measure is to be phased out

over three years starting@anuary 20 ) U0 ot'2016 included around $350 million

in savings over foreca

e The second phase\é /}J\Q S Review'is
New Zealand qéﬁ\meétfﬂs Paris Ag

The Paris Agre t

6, Ministeé %nr@ t signed the Paris Agreement and said New Zealand will
nce w?h\/ ed through the necessary domestic processes.
(C

N
o New Zeala Iﬁ/ﬁriorities are reflected in the Paris Agreement:

mbitious (albeit aspirational) global goal to keep global temperature
N increase below 1.5/ 2 degrees;
“/\\'\Bo\:\ all countries have agreed to take emission reduction targets;
*’*’6 countries are able to use markets (overseas offsets) and forestry offsets to
help meet their targets.

e New Zealand’s emissions reduction target under the Paris Agreement is to reduce our
GHG emissions to 30% below 2005 levels by 2030 (11.2% below 1990). This target applies

to all gases.

e Reducing emissions in New Zealand is significantly more expensive than it is for other
countries. New Zealand has the highest agricultural emissions and production per capita

Treasury:3462743v1 IN-CONFIDENCE 1
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in the world, which is expensive to reduce. New Zealand also already has over 80%
renewable electricity generation, and a relatively fast growing population.

e There is a collective goal for developed countries to mobilise $100 billion per year from
2021-2025 to help developing countries reduce their emissions and adapt to the effects of

climate change. New Zealand will continue to meet its part of this collective goal i
partnership with our development partners, especially in th

/ J

)

Options for ratifying the Paris Agreement < \7/
< i § \7

o s9(2)(ba)(ii)

s9(2)(ba)(i) lsare undertak aka\g rk to consider

New Zealand’s options for early ratlflcat<n/ mphca% fa/hfylng early.

The Emissions Trading Scheme (E \\V/ 7
% v/ \%\/\
First phase and removal of “one-for-two” tran5|t|ona{ \eas re
s —
o  The first stage of the te’and Ministers decided to phase out the
“one-for-two” tra;ﬁijﬁo\ N:\\\ree years starting from 1 January 2017.
\ /: \‘
e  This change r tdes)zhe savings to th own shown in Table 1 below. These savings are
based on ngnce of §1 wings will be greater as the carbon price increases.
Table 1t of rem(q\er-two (as reflected in BEFU 2016 forecasts)
S @ k 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20
Increa in Crown ev\éng‘/\“; 25.398 73.512 117.306 139.824
—

e The*“ x&/o” transitional measure effectively halved the carbon price that emitters
faz/ed\aq as introduced in 2009 to ameliorate the economic costs of the ETS during the
ec@ram/c recession at that time.

Second phase, a “task force”, and political party consensus

e  The second phase of the ETS Review is now underway and will consider other matters
that could be progressed over a longer timeframe. These include the role of auctioning
and supply management in the ETS, if and when allocations to trade-exposed industry
should be reduced after 2020, and complementary measures outside the ETS to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.
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e  Minister Bennett has said she is considering a climate change taskforce to help the
Government consider some of these long-term issues. She has not decided if she will
establish any kind of group or what it will do.

e  Treasury sees some value in an advisory group (or groups), made-up of officials and
technical experts from outside Government, to help deepen the,evidence base about New
Zealand’s technical and economic potential to reduce emissi identify pos

options ‘/ 7
e In September 2015, following receipt of an OIA resp om Treasury, thi(s’geén Party
d the Government to secure a greater

se. This was based-on Treasury’s
briefing to the incoming Minister of Finance'in November 2014/adv{s"
greater regulatory certainty would assis fi:r‘m\ 0 make goo épm investment

decisions, and that if they wished to %@Ii\cit steps to'provide greater regulatory
certainty, they could consider a number of actions, starting
New Zealand’s post-2020 target é@\re ETS setti §s§B ?bnd those two steps,

Treasury advised, Ministers coﬁ\@l;?yider securing;
targets and ETS settings t he{p\pfo ide regu tgf@ inty.
) NI
/ /—\\

Adaptation — adapting to hysica cts' o

put out a press release saying that Treasury advis

degree of political party consensus on climate

s;if climate change

gage in‘”domestic adaptation planning processes and
eisan Q{Mn that Parties will report on action taken and will

. N - . . . ..
ginsh ng% rmation and strengthening scientific knowledge to

)
e  Many exi ernment programmes will help New Zealand adapt to the

towards the highest value areas and if there are any gaps.

e  Examples of current programmes include:
o The work of the National Infrastructure Unit.
o Support for water storage and science investment into developing
drought resistant crops.
Improved biosecurity measures.
o Planning and risk management guidance for local councils.
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Sea level rise and the PCE’s report

e In November 2015, the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment
highlighted sea level rise as one such impact of climate change that requires
greater attention and investment. Her report included a recommendation for the
Minister of Finance to establish a working group to asse d prepare fo
economic and fiscal implications of sea level rise. Th ell be merlt |n h
a group, and Treasury is working with other agencje dete rmmeg |sg\pr40r|ty
for future investment. > >

Electric vehicles

e  Transport Minister Simon Bridges rec

the uptake of electric vehicles (EVs).—

e  Treasury agrees that EVs have@l to help % nd meet its climate change
e

targets and supports policy interventions where- vidence of a barrier to uptake.
We do not support sub 'és& the ETSisd %ned)zo address price-based barriersin a
way that delivers NZ: icient Ievéof\e issions abatement.

e  Possible barr|e<rstb tfpfgl\“(e identif he Mlnlstry of Transport include
o Rela |ve\TV/h gher purchase hen compared to conventional vehicles
o Limited el range

o ~Limited range of EVs available in NZ due to small size of NZ as a market, lack of
Wal incenti are provided in other markets, and lack of minimum
and for iix @rte to risk up-front investment.
nformati ms: lack of awareness, uncertainty of total costs of ownership,

O le ic
% 7 misco néew

N
o Co- t1t3/r¥ problems: consumers are reluctant to purchase EVs without public
rgi frastructure, while the private sector is reluctant to invest in charging

ucture without widespread uptake of EVs.

n'Party proposes to exempt EVs provided by employers from fringe benefit tax.
Th atfénale is that this will incentivise business to purchase EVs, which in turn will
stimulate demand for EV charging infrastructure, and in a few years create a second hand
market for EVs.

o It also proposes to invest $10m in the roll-out of fast-charging electric car
refuelling stations across NZ, offer $10m cash-back payments to electric car
buyers over time, and replace the Crown car fleet with EVs where appropriate.

e The Labour Party does not have any specific policy on EVs, aside from general support to
promote the wider use of EVs.
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Questions & Answers

Question: Does the Treasury believe there is a case for action on climate change?
Answer: Yes. The impacts on people and the environment from climate change could
be significant, particularly once temperatures incr uch beyond

our natural resour
New Zealand will be affected by any increase equency of ‘s@eﬂe

weather events like droughts and floods. e suggests ttﬁ@\nf;}*g/lobal

scale, taking action in the near term to keep long-term tempera increase

below 2 degrees will cost less than @n%to the effects+

) )
)
am
rease req %actlon, and there are
t as part© al consensus. Our

wider gl&b%aet}' n. Also, as a small country,
S\ Y
les-base ernational processes.

imate change if

Question: \
Ialidyy'll ratify the Paris Agreement. Officials are

mestic processes would be required to ratify in

Answer:

\ -~ \\\
working to determine

1“6\\87«?\\\\@}1/7, and

Mat are &Mtions of ratifying the Paris Agreement early?
7

The y}a%?u/{ation of ratifying early is that the rules under which countries
will ‘aé(bgﬁt or their emissions will not have been finalised. Officials are

i er;}n/g the implications of this for New Zealand and how any risks can be

o
(O
Questic}h:\:/ Would the Treasury support a Budget bid to cancel Government-held carbon

credits to compensate for the past use of “dubious” credits, in order to meet

New Zealand’s climate commitments?

Answer: s9(2)(M(iv)
s9(2)(A([v) The important
thing from Treasury’s perspective is that we follow the agreed international
rules when using carbon credits to meet our targets. We followed the rules
with our previous Kyoto target and I'd expect us to do the same for the 2020
target.
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Question: Would Treasury support a cross-party accord on climate change?

Answer: It’s obviously up to political parties to decide if they want to work together on
climate change and Treasury will always assist the Government of the da
implement its policy agenda, however formed. ingiple, if a cros

accord helped provide greater regulatory certai a
the idea as regulatory certainty is critical to

P
ing good Iorrg\“fer/
investment decisions. Of course, achlew

rty COHSEI<SU§IS 1}ot the

only way to provide regulatory certalnty

\\

p\g%% target include the

Question: Why doesn’t the modelling
costs of inaction or co-be i

\\V >
Answer: The costs of inactio%exﬁfﬁcult to ua%gthey depend on the actions
that the whole world takes to reduce emissions, not just New Zealand. The

costs of inactio %I be large bu%ar to predict accurately and hard to

terms. T/rsmg\a the case for modelling co-benefits of
hgaﬂh benefits.

\ )
{ /
Question: t& modelll%ate the costs of meeting targets because of the
ptions used, such’as assuming no significant technology development
%ﬁn at hi}b%ﬁprices?
N

Good % ive an indication of the direction and magnitude of costs of
spec/ﬁc see rios, but all have limitations. No model can accurately predict if,

})Y where technological progress will occur, or exactly how this might
the costs. The modelling therefore gives a prudent estimate of the

of targets, but it’s also important to conduct sensitivity analysis to

consider the impact of scenarios that cannot be modelled. Technological
reakthroughs could reduce the costs but these should be taken as
\\ / possibilities in the sensitivity analysis rather than sure outcomes.

\f\\

Question: Is New Zealand on track to meet our current 2020 target of reducing
emission to 5% below 2005 levels?
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Answer: Yes, New Zealand is on track to meet the 2020 target, partly because we have
a surplus of Kyoto units from the first commitment period. Under the Kyoto
rules we can apply this surplus to meet emissions above our pre-2020 target.

Question:

Answer:

Question: aware cal risks from climate change?

Answer: were no specificfiscal risks from climate change included in 2015
Mdget Eco Fiscal Update.

@i The Trea E uly 2013 Statement on the Crown’s Long-Term Fiscal Position

ossibility of fiscal and economic risks from the effects of climate

t these risks do not meet the tests for publication in the BEFU. This
ause the influence of climate change on natural events and the

equent impact on the Crown’s finances within the forecast period cannot

@%me evaluated, so the costs are not able to be quantified with reasonable

certainty.
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