


B. Discussion on “A fair and Climate-Effcient
Global Emission Trading System”

The second discussion was organised around a 45-
minute presentation by Prof. Lutz Wicke onthe theme:
‘After the Collapse of the EU’s International Climate
Policy Strategy: Restart Copenhagen — A Fair and
Climate-Efficient Global Emission Trading System’.
Reactions from three panellists (Parliamentary State
Secretary Ursula Heinen-Esser, Dr Carsten Rolle
and Dr Oliver Geden) followed.

It was argued that only a climate-friendly economic
and regulatory infrastructure could only succeed if it
was integrated at a global level. Any less integrated
infrastructure would be vitiated by system-cheats and
carbon leakages, which would make it impossible for
front-runners to succeed and be profitable.

It was argued that Kyoto cannot provide such an
infrastructure. It does not sufficiently note the interests
of the rest of the world. At Copenhagen, the international
climate policy strategy had comprehensively failed in
that none of its major aims were accepted by major non-
EU countries. Indeed, the collapse was inevitable given
several construction defects in Kyoto, which include:

a) its unfairness (in terms of how the various burdens
are distributed),

b) the problem with using voluntary commitments that
are not linked to global targets;

c¢) the impotence of nation-states to enforce ambitious
national commitments;

d) an inefficient incentive system. Kyoto also induced
vicious circle: good climate-friendly behaviour by
(say) the EU, which would reduce demand for and the
price of fossil fuels, could be exploited by countries
that could buy such fossil fuels at cheaper prices.

A detailed framework for incentives that have a
good possibility for reaching unanimous agreement
at UN level was proposed. It would correct Kyoto’s
defects and include:

e Regulated markets for emission certificates
but without international detail emission-
supervision

e 30 dollar “safety valve” for 1 ton of C02

e Globally permanent incentives (sale of
excess certificates channelled to climate-
friendly investments and fight against poverty;
ecological-social Marshall Plans)

e No compulsion for States themselves to reduce
emissions.

Apart from questions of detail, the discussion
raised sets of issues which would require further
discussion for answers to be elaborated:

It was suggested that European industry might accept
an accelerated European approach to meet targets,
as long as the necessary investment could be assured
of profitability in the long-term. Additionally, industries
could not be divided into a simple dichotomy of
‘clean’ and ‘dirty’, since many high-technology ‘clean’
industries depended on being clustered close to
industries with a large carbon footprint. Therefore a
clustering approach needed to be taken to industry.

Question: Is a clustering approach compatible with the
‘sectoral’ approach (targeting high-emitting industries,
such as steel, at a global level), which has sometimes
been advocated during previous EIN discussions?

It was suggested that the proposed framework
carried several incentives, but where was ‘the
stick'? A hypothecated carbon tax was mooted —
where the proceeds from a carbon tax would be
reinvested to help countries of origin develop a
climate-friendly regime.
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