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The ultimate objective of this Convention -- is to achieve -- stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations
in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate
system. Such a level should be achieved within a time-frame sufficient to allow ecosystems to adapt
naturally to climate change, to ensure that food production is not threatened and to enable economic
development to proceed in a sustainable manner.
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Given the serious risk of such an increase and particularly the very high rate of change, the Council
believes that the global average temperatures should not exceed 2 degrees above pre-industrial level and
that therefore concentration levels lower than 550 ppm CO2 should guide global limitation and reduction
efforts. This means that the concentrations of all greenhouse gases should also be stabilized. (EU Council
1996)

REAFFIRMS that, with a view to meeting the ultimate objective of the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change ("the Convention") to prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with
the climate system, overall global annual mean surface temperature increase should not exceed 20C above
pre-industrial levels in order to limit high risks, including irreversible impacts of climate change;
RECOGNISES that 2°C would already imply significant impacts on ecosystems and water resources; (EU
Council, Oct. 14, 2004) == A s DR &ML

Climate change adversely affects sustainable development. Conversely costly mitigation
measures could have adverse effects on economic development IPCC 2007a, 2007b)
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COEE GHGRE | [RIBELRIE | COHEH COHIFEE | HIBIRM j|= At
(ppm) (ppm) (Tgk#E.c)| E—4H% [2050/2000(%)| 3tGDP (%) aa
350—400 445—490 20—24 | 2000—2015| -85~-50 55K 6
400—440 490—535 24—28 | 2000—2020 | -60~-30 18
440—485 535—590 28—32 |2010—2030| -30~+5 | 1.3(-0~4) 21
485—570 590—710 32—40 |2020—2060 | +10~+60 | 05(-1~2) 118
570—660 710—855 40—49 | 2050—2080 | +25~+85 — GDPD1~5% 9
660—790 | 855—1130 49—6.1 | 2060—2090 | +90~+140 5
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http://premium.nikkeibp.co.jp/em/column/yamaguchi/32/05.shtml#top
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2000 2050 BAU 50% reduction in 2050 50% reduction in 2050

Actual Case 1 (Zero E. for AnnexI) | Case 2 (20% E. for Annex I)

E Emission | Ratio Emission | Ratio Ratio to | Emission | Ratio Ratio to

(MtCO2) | (MtCO2) | (%) (MtCO2) | to 2000 | BAU (MtCO2) | to 2000 | BAU

(%) (%) (%) (%)
A B B/A C C/A C/B D D/A D/B

Annex I 13507 17391 128.8 0 — — 2701 20.0 15.5
NonA. 1 9151 30928 348.9 11329 123.8 36.6 8628 94.3 27.9
Total 22658 48319 213.3 11329 50.0 23.4 11329 50.0 23.4

20054E DO HEH E 5 E1327658Mt  (20004F L22% )

IEADHFZE (IEA 2008) HITEHAT p.41



H19—201Mm HEMELELFA SO

70

= B CCS indusiry and )
8 &0 Baseline emissions 62 Gt transformation [9%)
& B CCS power generalion
= 50 _ (10%)
E Muclear (6%
a 40 — Renewables [21%)
E = Poweer generation efficiency
w304 and fuel switching (7%)
70 - (E]n'il:l':.?.:jie fuel switching
10 BLUE Map emissions 14 Gt B End use eleckricity
. efficiency [12%)
0 WED ‘.IED'D? 45I'I] ppmlcum | | ETP IL?CI'I]E u:'i-::lj,ms - @fﬁie fuel efficiency
2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050
IEADARFE (IEA 2008) Hljgi= A ~ p.39
E‘ 1000 Transport alternative
o fuels Technology
& BO0— pessimism
s
B s00— Indusiry fuel switching
L; and CCS 500
B 400 BLUE Map
% Technology optimism
200 . Power sectar ¥ 200
End-use efficiency 100

RITERK LK DFEZL (2008.6.30-7.1H K2 ¥

0 T T T T T T T T
5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45
-200

2050 CO, emissions reduction relative to Baseline (Gt CO_fyr)

ACT Scenario:20504-HEH EABUIRIZEE L < 725, Blue Scenario: 20504228

305 % P RBIXIRERR )

Emission Reduction Targets in Reality
in Terms of Global Agreement in 2050

Per-capita Emissions for Global Targets

Emission le al nf Chinain 000%

4

Subjective acceptable
levels of global

T T
er- capita emissions: |
bven betweeh Annex 1
and Non—ann?x 1 :

emission reduction
and the burden share

7
|
|
|
|
|

i/ I |
2 {Emission Fe’/é:%ﬂ\Toﬁ-’aﬁrfeﬂlfn’z’O P
Cd
N
1 i
|
I
1
1
|

1 i | o
W lev | ‘ S

lin 2005(26-Gtco2) / ,i,\g\ s N

3 ) i %Op{imcczmly =
Carbon leakage from developed : ‘ (31 Gt 02)i L
countries will be serious, and | i £
unacceptable for the countries 2005~ I \ -
1

Unacceptable for developing

countries in terms

of

differentiated responsibility

Per-capita Emissions in Non-annex 1 (tCOz2/yr)

|
|
| | L’ 450 ppm COz oni §
14 D | e (23/GtCO2 in 2050) =1
| Z | ! ! ‘0
' o ‘ o o
L . These targets are almost R £
Cost-efffect . . 1g global
bOSt erectiye impossible both for developed 19 globa u
urden share 8 ) ) Qn ifh 2050
i and developing countries, will be f’\,\
0 T : worked just only as a “vision”. 1 T
0 2| 4 | 6 i 8 110 12
Reduction rate from _gnoy -60% -40% -20%

the emission levels

in 2005

Per-capita Emissions in Annex 1 (tCO,/yr)



H19—201Mm HEMELELFA SO

3. THAIEEZE
20204 D et [E O PEH B % 19904 5 L30%HITE (EUD 275 ©520%HIJE) 2007.3
N B (COP13) TZEsRVE b L7 Jeie[E g

Scenario category Region 2020 2050
A-450 ppm CO,-egh Annex | -25% to —40% —-80% to —85%
Non-Annex | Substantial deviation from baseling in Substantial deviation from baseling in all

Latin America, Middle East, East Asia and regions
Centrally-Planned Asia

B-550 ppm CO-2q Annex | -10% to -30% -40% to -80%
MNon-Annex | Deviation from baseline in Latin America and | Deviation from baseline in most regions,
Middle East, East Asia especially in Latin America and Middle East
C-650 ppm CO-2q Annex | 0% 1o -25% -30% to -B0%
Neon-Annex | Baseline Deviation from baseline in Latin America and

Middle East, East Asia

IPCC (2007b) p. 776

U E HAWGE U E & BUF, R 5% D RAfiE
--- the AWG recognized that the contribution of Working Group 111 to the AR4 indicates that
achieving the lowest levels assessed by the IPCC to date and its corresponding potential damage
limitation would require Annex | Parties as a group to reduce emissions in a range of 25-40 per
cent below 1990 levels by 2020, ---
RISEmEIIGEES A —/ 2008.5.29
WA CED 5 HB O#a0~—7—OfEfTd ZEIEE 7200 T,
1, ZUHDEZAHIFAWGHIPCCO Y F U AL r D3 H L8k L, IPCCHEENIPCCHHE > 7 U 40
RARKAETLZET D1TiE, 10-164F%ICE—2 7 7 R L, 20504 % TIZ2000F 0Pk &4 5 FILL EHITS
DUENDDZ L ERELTND ORIBROEFEIXIPCCHEE TT)
2. AWGITFFAli > T U A D FARK#E R EBLT 5 (C1XAnnex 154[E 7320204F 12 19904 5%t . 25-40% 11 0 24 B
N5 LR L TWAIPCCH 4 i O EIkZ R T 5 (recognize)
EEOINRICTEBLTWALITTY,
AJ77v3y77y ZBHLGHIXUNFCCC (7 A U &)
Recognizing that deep cuts in global emissions will be required to achieve the ultimate
objective of the Convention and emphasizing the urgency® to address climate change

H A H ] B AZ 1320094 O W s O RFHIIC A FR
EU : 20204-(Z904F ££20% (unilateral) or 30% (in case of treaty) HiJs
7 AU B1F2025 128 —2 7 7 (2008.4.16 President Bush’s speech)

1 Contribution of Working Group 111 to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change,
Technical Summary, pages 39 and 90, and Chapter 13, page 776.
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Table 13.3: Assessment of international agreements on climate change.*

N

\

Approach

Environmental
effectiveness

Cost-effectiveness

Meets distributional
considerations

Institutional feasibility

National emission targets
and international emission
trading (including offsets)

Depends on participation
and compliance.

Decreases with limited
participation and reduced
gas and sector coverage.

Depends on initial
allocation.

Depends on capacity to
prepare inventories and
compliance. Defections
weaken regime stability.

Sectoral agreements

Not all sectors amenable
to such agreements,
thereby limiting overall
effectiveness. Effectivenss
depends on whether
agreement is binding or
non-binding.

Lack of trading across
sectors increases overall
costs, although they
may be cost-effective
within individual sectors.
Competitive concerns
reduced within each
sector.

Depends on participation.
Within-sector
competitiveness concerns
are alleviated if treated
equally at global level.

Requires many separate
decisions and technical
capacity. Each sector
may require cross-country
institutions to manage
agreements.

Coordinated policies and
measures

Individual measures can
be effective; emission
levels may be uncertain;
success will be a function
of compliance.

Depends on policy design.

Extent of coordination
could limit national
flexibility, but may increase
equity.

Depends on the number
of countries (easier
among smaller groups
of countries than at the
global level).

Cooperation on
Technology RD&Da

Depends on funding,
when technologies are
developed and policies for
diffusion.

Varies with degree of R&D
risk. Cooperation reduces
individual national risk.

Intellectual property
concerns may negate the
benefits of cooperation.

Requires many separate
decisions. Depends on
research capacity and
long-term funding.

Development-oriented
actions

Depends on national
policies and design to
create synergies.

Depends on the extent
of synergies with other
development objectives.

Depends on distributional
effects of development
policies.

Depends on priority
given to sustainable
development in national
policies and goals of
national institutions.

Financial mechanisms

Depends on funding
selection criteria.

Depends on country and
project type.

Depends on project and
country.

Depends on national
institutions.

Capacity building

Varies over time and
depends on critical mass.

Depends on programme
design.

Depends on selection of
recipient group.

Depends on country and
institutional frameworks.
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2010 4 2020 4 2050 4
1990 4 fE E o A FEfEE D2
BAU BAU | (2010 410 20%H1380) BAU (1990 4E X1 60%Hilk)
R AEF 561351 | 7082881 | 063554 | 889429 (-7.7%)® | 1509387 | 1300963 (-13.8%)*
St 372739 | 411426 | 491226 | 417101 586876 | 3,784.52

Gt BhersE) | (2,33292) | (2,069.87) | (2,397.15) | (1,655.90) (-20%)* | (3017.41) | (933.17)  (-60%)**

(7 AU7 - M) (1,394.47) | (2,044.39) | (2,515.11) | (2,515.11) (2,851.35) | (2,851.35)
%k 1,886.12 3,714.55 4,723.28 4,723.28 9,225.11 9,225.11
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2) Pledge and Review & EgER205
Pledge and Review Case 1

Assumed Pledges
Japan 30% 1improvement of energy efficiency by 2030 (base year 2005)
EU27 20% reduction in 2020 (base year 1990) then linear 60% reduction
in 2050
USA 20% reduction of gasoline consumption by 2017, 30%

improvement of energy efficiency by 2015 then linearly toward
50% reduction in 2050

APEC 25% improvement of energy efficiency by 2030 (base year 2005)
China Same as above

India Same as above

Other Major | Same as above

Emitters

Pledge and Review Case 2
H A #Marginal Abatement Cost (MAC) ZEUD ' L w ¥ L% 1L < L7z,
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Pledge and Review Case 3

Assumed Pledges

Japan MAC 1s same as EU’s pledge, also subject to APEC’s pledge

EU27 20% reduction in 2020 (base year 1990) then linearly 60% in
2050

USA Same pledge as proposed in the Lieberman/Warner Bill
(15%)reduction in 2020 and 33% reduction in 2030, base year
2005

APEC 30% )improvement of energy efficiency by 2020 (base year
2005),
40% by 2030 (same as above)

China 20% )improvement of energy efficiency by 2010 (base year
2005
40% by 2020 (same as above), 60% by 2030 (same as above)

India 30% )improvement of energy efficiency by 2020 (base year
2005
50% by 2030 (same as above)

Other Same as APEC Countries

Major

Emitters

Emissions reduction volume, Comparison of 3 cases

Reduction volume from BAU GtCO2
Year 2020 2030
Pledge & Review Case 1 4.0 6.0
Pledge & Review Case 2 4.2 6.4
Pledge & Review Case 3 5.6 8.9

Comparison of marginal abatement cost by region/country, by Case ($/CO2)

250

200

150

02020
@ 2030

100 |

50

India

China

Case 1

MAC for Japan (for Case 1 in 2030 and for Case 3 both in 2020 and 2030), China and
India are calculated using marginal energy saving cost as explained in the text (This
figure was compiled based on data provided by RITE)



Total Abatement Cost vs. GDP in Case 3 (China and India) Unit B$

H$19—20E FEHBEELFRA SOV

China India
2020 2030 2020 2030
Total Abatement Cost (A) 3.8 -2.4 -6.7 21.4
GDP (2000 price, MER) (B) 5367.3 9109.1 1609.7 2346.7
(A)/(B)*100 0.07% —-0.03% -0.42% 0.91%

Figure 3 Comparison of Global Emissions by Pledge and Review Cases 1-3 and

Kyoto-like approach
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1) Millennium Development Goal & DEdf%
BRRR, {HEHRIEIAK, = X - =T U TR, WISEHEE KR E

MD G & OBf% (Trade off 775 7%>)

Goal 1: Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger

Goal 2: Achieve universal primary education

Goal 3: Promote gender equality and empower women

Goal 4: Reduce child mortality

Goal 5: Improve maternal health

Goal 6: Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases

10



H19—201Mm HEMELELFA SO

Goal 7: Ensure environmental sustainability

Goal 8: Develop a Global Partnership for Development

2) Copenhagen Consensus 200445H ., 20084-5H Based on CBA
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