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" . An international agreement with broad

igation _commitments by both developed and emerging
is needed to achieve this. New Zealand will be expected to play its
in- the global response,

@ ome countries have made commitments between-2008-andfor the period 2012
fo 2020 under the Kyoto Protocol but it has-was not designed to netachieved
bread-developing country participation_which, in turn deferred a number of

develoied countries.'s6(a). s9(2 j

Comment [BA(11:
7. New Zealand made a Kyoto Protocol commitment to reduce its emissions to

1990 levels by2043for the period 2008-2013 and has as-set an unconditional

semmitment-voluntary target (sutside-the-Kyote Pretosslunder the UNFCCC) to
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reduce emissions to 5% below 1990 levels by 2020 as well as a conditional
target pledge-range of 10% to 20% below 1990 levels by 2020.

8. OUT OF SCOPH

ks
expestedCouniries have also agreed that-contributions ‘should demonstrate
progression beyond cutrent undertakings’. Most developed countries, including

the European Union and the United States, have already announced andfor
tabled their contributions;.-ineluding-the-European-tnion-and-the Hrited-States,
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9. Because contributions are nationally-determined, this nominally provid
opportunity for New Zealand to table a target of a different-form whaeh—t atSults

its national circumstances by treating agricultural emissions diff Sa f 5 @
will-beare negative-credibility implieations—risk associated wit PPT
which are discussed in the body of this paper. <

this
£-10.Officials consider buying a fight now is counter-pre uﬁibe cessan,
detrimental to our interests in securing favourahlena
sector accounting and carbon market access
cost of any target.

to table its contribution ip-= S’g}@f |

Although {Japai-will/not table'cubtil\the 57 meeting in early July, its
intended ta -g;m nounc in S public consultation documentation.
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| X,000 formal submissiong were received, cémment{aA(zg Useful to identify the]
\/ % number of individual submissions.
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, By acting_oursefves Qnsweﬁt b, s0 the problem can

be properly tacklech L‘@gf@n—‘ SCDP;E{

=) Zeal nd tHe—an | INDC substantially similar to that
appendix The ntent of the INDC has been broadly agreed
ee countcie has the following components:
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to be making an ambitious contribution.

28:21.1

NP\
impli
| @ \| ure of signals sent to different sectors of the economy_ and
@ OUT OF SCOPH

rinational considerations

24:22. It is important to table an internationally- credible target. International credibility
on climate change allows New Zealand to wield seme—influence within
negotiations by maintaining our ‘seat at the table' and has ‘spillover’ benefits for
our broader international interests.

22:23. A nen-eredible-target that lacks credibility would be badly will-ret-be- received
well-by the international community_as evidence of New Zealand's lack of
commitment to the global effort to address glimate change.

s6§aj;s9§25§i§

. i leading-generating to
further internationat-criticism of New Zealand's-position.




22-24. Rules relating to forestry and international carbon markets will not be finalised
as-part-ofthe—pHmaryagreement-econeluded—in Paris_but will be negotiated
subsequently. Pee#ekﬁeememn—ﬂqeee—afeas—eeeﬂé—sabstamawmease—the
cest-of-any-target-or-make-it-unattainable—In previous negotiations reunds—on
these issues we have secured substantive rule decisions in New Zealand's
interests. Without a credible target we are likely to lose mush-oHthis-nfluenceour
ability to influence outcomes in these areas (critical for managing the
affordability of our target). The issues of forestry and markets are much more
material for New Zealand’s emissions than for other developed countries and we
cannot rely on negotiations delivering a favourable result for New Zealand in

absenseif we are not well placed o advance our own interests. ‘
2425, Me—meéium—%er—m—m of
Newu.z'-ealand—te—mamta ts-role—as-a-censtructive 6A -"m

é, .IE e :t Ef an agFEEHﬁBHt ,“hish ash'eues th hrioy ol -‘{2—— = m"
has influence in the neqotiations because we are atred
we undermine that by failure to act reson51b ﬁ‘m-“ﬁufm

no entrée to small rooms or ability fo ensuze ‘m"- for ou ’ﬁar‘es ~
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There will b er
| board, including t
membershlp

26.27. Asses |ng edi ility 2

be r but—Ne s6-his is an important issue wh+sh+eqmres
red mﬁ\c‘a Ollti judge >

%@QM@F SCQP§\>

sion
(\i& Since contributions are nationally-determined, New Zealand has some choice
about the form_and level of its greenhouse gas reduction target, but this is
constrained by the need to demonsirate progression.
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iBy positions across the
our Security Council

An alternative target ferm-that_excludes resgonsxb:hty for
s0me or all of our agricultural emlssmns which-treats-agriculiy
would_better suit New Zealand's
circumstances and provide cost savings, but would not be accepted by other

countries as demonstrating progression.
28—While some_scientific arquments have been advanced for prioritising action on
carbon dioxide ahead of methane, these are not conclusive (see Box

2).Hewever—excluding-agriculture-from-the-responsibility-target-would not-meet
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All other developed countries have tabled (or signalled

they will table) economy-wide absolute emissions reductions targets. There ars
SomBooeRtn tor delaved aof oultural |
30.

306:31. Progression alse—impliesrequires an increase in the target level from the @

current 5% below 1990 (or eauivalent reduction stated relative to 2005). The
|

existingOur current conditional™ target range pledga-of 10% to 20% below 1890

by 2020 is also relevant.

| 34:32/0UT OF SCOPE @ ®@
SO
Comparison with other countries’ targefs @ @
>
u

| 83.34.0UT OF SCOPE These

targets represent progression o @ ndertakin s{y\\@ ntries but fall
2\

short of what is required fo degree 83’*'

[OUT OF SCOPH % @

_—{ Comment [BA{4]: on what measure?

;4—.3,5“__ |OUT OF SCOPH

38:36. Factoring in these challenges implies New Zealand sheuld-makecould justify
making relatively smaller emissions reductions than other developed countries.
There are various approaches to factoring in country differences to give a fairer
target comparison. Applying these approaches is complicated and involves
subjective choices so the comparisons presented here should be used as a
rough guide only,
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| 26:37./0UT OF SCOPE

[oUT OF SCOPH

| a7.38; shows the range of New Zealand targets which are roughly equivalent
to those announced by key developed countries on the basis of ‘equal cost’ and

also according to some other generally-asseptedwidely used ways of comparing
effort,

| 28:39.[0UT OF SCOPE| @

We can expect others will make comparisons usine eg%,\l ica )
and there is a risk New Zealand's INDC will be crilicised_as 4.résiit seive
criticism-en-this-basis— Massaging about fairness q' .‘f‘ sed &V
Zealand’s INDC includes-a—section—explaining-whi aifandafhitiaus
sontribution-which-can—help-mitigate—thisaneh ageatiated urlcafion W
emphasise favourable indicators of ambitidn &‘Mﬁ. BAU
{o help mitigate this risk. messageswilbalss be-usstitn commuiications

dskovephe-next-decade-where
d—to m-‘ e-afnbitiods—targets—more

' ﬁ to be 5 vearly reviews of
-"*rf" 0 tab[ed in the first cycle could
Q}ier if the level of New Zealand's target
mbition in future.

This would make the target more clearly

the apparent disparity between New Zealand's target and the EU's.

sert table showing 1980/2005 comparisons with key counries Formatted: Indent: Left: 0 cm,
Hanging: 1cm, No bulles ar

numbering
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Teble 1 Estimated cost of different targer. Grey figures are interpoloted between other model fesults Comment [BA(5]: Thirk there is too
moch i this table. Preceding section needs
IOUT OF SCOPE a table illustrating how 1990 and 2005 base
year targets relate 1o each other and to the
targets tzbled by other developed countries.
This table only needs to show the cost of
the target against the preferred base year.

42.43,0UT OF SCOPH @S S
Comment [BA{6]: Think the headline ]
g reasons nead to be bere,

43-44.0UT OF SCOPE
45, : " e:\a and current targets
if inferr on u fﬁﬁ te no-fonger be available, and
s bblisl 3 @ lalso have risen while-although

ow 1 of Table 2 shows that a +22% economy-wide farget which is equivalent
to a -10% target en—ren-agrsuliural-sestors—enlynot including agricultural

emissions. [OUT OF SCOPE

{OUT OF SCOPE|




4842.As noted in the preceding section, excluding agriculture has—negative
credibilibwould not be credible and would undermine gur ability to neqgotiate
impasts-whish-risk-peorfavourable-negstiating outcomes for New Zealand on
forestry rules and international carbon market access.
IOUT OF SCOPE

48.50. Meeting a target through domestic action alone would likely require a

estimated drop in exports of around 5% weesus—compared with BA

New Zealand domestic carbon price of up to $200 to $300 per tonne ard-which
would be significantly higher than the rest of the world. This implies a seyere
less—inimpact_on New—Zealand’ew Zealand's competitiveness !eadinﬁgm n

8% ‘with

Cost risks

§3:51. The costs of a target are hard to estimate vg
Key uneerainties-variables are: rules on fore K
agreement; the price of units a\;‘@a% Gr&ig

nologies

e land
le {C
whether economically-viable t olode en:’;me 2 reduce New
Zealand’s agricultural emisxia% i‘ﬁa}e t mode@ qﬁf rent results due
i

i
|

1o key differences-variat v erlyi @3 0s {(see Appendix 2).
5452, There are r%o e %&ngg’z}restw \0 ith would enable New Zealand
to either mi iﬂ?is}e oréstfy as a-Sourg emissions or possibly fo recognise a
fores s{ggo e;?\é%ms. QK ORGEDPE] The
| in% @/L; {l@ ibility.af these\ggn@ns is 1ot yet fully-clear, but there appears to

i

ance of aohievi positive outcome for New Zealand on this in
gotiations fello iP@/g ris meeting.__MP!_strongly disagrees in respect of

it?/i[}: a fight in the international negofiations now to manage cost
miér-productive, unnecessary and_highly prejudicial to our ability to
ate-the rule setfings that are essential to keeping the cost of the target
anggeable. It is preferable to fable a credible contribution now, as all other
< eveloped countries are doing. This includes seiting out careful assumptions in
the INDC so as to secure g right to adjust the target (permitted so long as
progression is_maintained) if rules do nof accommodaie our land-sector
accounting preferences and/or assumed use of markets. We can manage
concems about polential affordability by:

. Re-looking at the farget at the time of ratification (likely around 2018):
ii. Sefting a longer target period:;
iii. __Negotiating best possible rule settings:
iv. _Maintaining investment in research of agricultural technology:
v.  Looking closely at ETS settings.
52—l propese-further mitigating the-risk-of high-cests-by-including relevant-werding-in

9



54. This approach affirms-makes clear that the target is provisional until we ratify, at
which time it will need o be finalised. It is made provisional by stating the
assumptions about rules that have been applied in_determining the target and
reserves the Hoht fo adijust the targei if the assumptions about rules are not
fulfilled. It also signals the importance of technology in ensuring we can manage

affordability,
523:55. This approach that-the-contribution—remains-p

ineorract—It retains the option to gain-make cost savings by égggg
!

rules which recognise the extent of carbon removals by Ne\&é’@ {d} for %
pliohs ahead < S§>

Nonetheless we will need to table a clear statement of our<ass
of the Paris meeting to secure the ability to make feehnicaladigshne

toxt-will-al ey &W

ontheseissuas.
&4-56. This text would need to be revisited ai;:e ii he agre
w b .l !- ’ 1= a
-

<}®tﬁ OF SCOPE|

82:63.,0UT OF SCOPE|
63-64. A target with-ne-progressionnot higher than 5% indicates a step- back from the

government’s position of being —the—middle—of the—paskifast folowers'
internationally. A modest progression on the current level indicates a steady
policy trajectory_and with only incremental cost of -5%.. Targets in the same
range as the EU erJ8-(i.e. 30% to 40% below 1990 levels) would indicate a
shift to a more ambitious stance on climate change.

Clarifying
information: This
deletion "or US" is a
factual amendment

and was proposed
64-65. The recommended whole-economy target form maintains future governments’ because the US target

flexibility to select where and how to reduce emissions within the does not fall in this
economyreduce—emissions—from—asross-the—economy. It signals thatit-is-still range
possible—anyall emitting sester—{or removing secter—i.e. forestry)_secfors
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potentially will contribute to meeting the target
contribute, and maintains some pressure on the agriculture sector to develop

technology to tackle its emissions in-the-lorgertermas soon as possible.
65-66./0UT OF SCOPE

There is flexibility at a domestic
level to (a) adiust the ETS to drive incentives/signals fo business: (b} set sub-
targets or different policies targeted to sectors (e.q. intensity improvements for ?

agriculture or policies for transport). (5T OF SCOPE|

| 86:67.0UT OF SCOPH é
Synithesis @ @
87-68. | believe thatmy recommended target of a reduetig

by 2030 across the whole economy (equivalefit {60 R %
hi i |Ie

2005 levels) meets the need for an IND
managing the costs to the New Zealan
domestic signals about New Ze nd'sy ”ger‘term/dir} >

| €8-69.A target level of 10%
levels. It balances the gresso
| on the New Zeala d\ fakin

&

need fo manage costs
particular challenges ef-in

reducing e@s OF Sc;op
70. . nat arge fordeuces or excludes responsibility for
{ p

ide cost savings but would not meet the
ibility—and reduces New
rules and terms of access

sgonomic impacts of deoing so are severe. Under this scenario, New
’\L land would need to eensiderbe prepared to reneging on its target.
A

nen-cradible—target_that is not credible creates a risk—alse-rFisks Mew
|/ ZealandNew Zealand will be unable to lesing-influence te-shapethe details under
the new agreement, _There is an additional risk we may be up-to—Paris-apd
ing-accused of jeopardising it. _We alse-risk-tarnichingwould
also compromise our status-standing as a ‘responsible global citizen' relevantfor

breader-international-issueswhich, as a small developed economy, is critical to
our broader international interests.

#+—My recommended target of 10% below 1990 across the whole economy (-29%
on 2005) avoids an immediate negative credibility impact for New Zealand. it
maintains our influence on rules and the broader direction of the new agreement

which gives the best chance of favourable outcomes on these fssues. Some Comment [BA(7]: Propose we don't
spy this. Think we have {o be very

pessible—forestry—rule—sets—offer-a-somparable—cost saving-to-the—eifestof confident of the crediility of the gross-nat

excluding-agreulture-from-the-target: fule to It this genie out of the bettle,

Cleazly MPI docs not accept the credibility
of this Tufe set, and MFAT has not formed a
firm view.
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72. |Although_tabling a whole-economy target doss-noi-offerthe-immediate—cost-
savings—of-excludingcosts more than excluding —agricultural emissions, its
provisional status maintains some flexibility to review the target prior to
ratification in the absence of favourable outcomes on forestry rules and carbon

| markets-er-progress—en—agrieulural-mitigation—teshnelogy. Tabling a credible
INDC now sets us up for good-faith negotiations on these issues. This will
provide a viable basis for reviewing the target prior to ratification if favourable
outcomes are not achieved and cosls are considered too high by the
government of the day. | Sefting the target on a 2030 timeframe_- 15 vears from

now — maximises the chances technology to mitigate agricultural emissions wil

be commercialised and deployed.
73. OUT OF SCOPE| < (;

t [BA{B]: il f thi:
e [PAG3: Drfisgof s ps |

N\

N @@®

75. [MFAT input 7eguiret VURAT Austrafle i5\dqing (Comment [BAG] Nor sorwiatyon
want from us here, 'We anticipate Australia
76. ]OUT,Q‘ESCQP% will move {e table soon after the conclusion
LN\
77. U OF 5COPH
O

of the World Heritage Counecil meeting on

< : % the sintusg of the Great Barrier Reef — 28/29

July. Taey will have tactics fo play out re
| how soon after. We are not privy to these,
[ Comment [BA(LO]: Agein, undienr
what you want 1o say here, As background

% - we expect INDCs will be appended to the
COP 21 decision adopting the text of the

new agreement. The same decision wiil
invite Parties to ratify, and to lodge their

N
first (e, final) mitigation commitments
@@IOAM’DF SCOPE| [wording vnknown] Wit the depository
{expect UNFCCC Secretariat) 25 soon ay

possible. We expect the same COP decision
10 launch a work programme on rules, and
we expeet this to take a couple of years to
work through., We expect some Parties will
79. wait for conclusion of the work programme
before mtifying. Others, those not planning
10 use markels ot cover the land sector and
those desperate to access climate fimance
will possibly not wait. Entry into force,

whatever formulation we land on, will
80. [OUT OF SCOPEH| require partieipstion of the G7, and this is
fikely to push it out closer to 2020 than
2614,
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Figure 3
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Figure 4
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Figure 5 Estimated target cost under different scenarios
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