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To: Hon Paula Bennett, Minister for Climate Change Issues
Brief Meetmg with key Ministers tq discuss climate change on 25 May 2016
Purpose .

You have calleq @ meeting on 25 May 2016 with Ministers Joyce, Bridqe\sjéeuy, Smith éﬂ\d\\_

Goodhew to get support for ratification of the Paris Agreement in 2016 and\tﬁe\‘esfgolishﬂ‘refm O(fq]a
Climate Change Taskforce and associateq working groups. This ds’czusxéfc}@:s a p%s\og}o
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To support you with this Conversation, we are providing you with 1h§ee A3s> %
* New Zealand Climate change Context (Appendix 1) / /"‘\\ &\\}
* Ratification options (Appendix 2) XN, ™ \\>

2 i N\ N / D
* Taskforce and working group options (Appendix 3 < ‘-;x_"/’,\\') X L @ h
A\

We have alsg Provided youy with 5 list of possible n f.\“\'tk'ié’iéskfo@gﬁ«,@nhérship, including the
chair (Appendiy 4), AN N\ N N
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change beyond 2030 \-\ . 2OV
* Securing g global climate ¢ ] be%l that I;Jeksg' \@}Or emitters js g priority for New Zealand.
Ratifying the Paris Agreeﬂgﬁi?a‘s SO0N as pissip \can help Secure this,

N
~

* Taking a new appro?c \\és\\en/(: plenty’of. ¢ rtunities but there Will also be trade-offs. A
taskforce that fépresents-the views {s@ness and society can help us work through the hard
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New Zealand Climate Context A3
ies and risks of not doing

This sets out the current New Zealand context and possible Opport'un_"t : the scene for
more to understand our pathway towards a low emission economy. 1t1S intended to set the

further action — including setting up a taskforce and early ratification.

Key points on context:

. . . . us
. Under our current policy settings we are not on track to reduce emissions: This will leave

increasingly exposed
e The global and domestic drivers have change
expectations domestically are increasing

d: more is happening _gt@al\y and pupﬂg
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« \We need to start the conversation on agriculture an N )
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wil be K S (\%‘ore
« Transition will take time. The earlier we energise pusiness an b\useholds to act,
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‘Rationale for early ratification’ A3

There are two options for ratifying the Paris Agreement:

e Option 1: Early ratification in 2016; or
e Option 2: Ratification in 2019

The preferred option by officials across MfE, MFAT and MPI is to ratify the agreement before
the end of 2016. MBIE has not expressed a view.

Key points on ratification s "
Ratification in 2016: </ '/\
¢ allows New Zealand to join the group of 55 countries bringing the Paris A reempﬁt into fo?c__e>

¢ would ensure New Zealand has a seat at the table in ongoing negoha 1 \, )

¢ allows us to influence international negotiations on matters of i pd\nanc to New Z@Psuch
as access to international carbon markets and forestry accou ng N\

e keeps New Zealand in step with our usual company, includ l@}SA Canadd, Au A\strajla

¢ must be underpinned by a strong plan of action in New Zéa!and\ N

Risks of early ratification include: < \ Q )

¢ Ratifying the Paris Agreement before the dom st{@ programme has been developed could
be criticised during the select committee pr 9\ ,

Mitigation: Announce the domestic worﬁbm\g@mme in udlhgestabllshmg a Climate Change
Taskforce before the Parliamentary Tr \ty Exam/natl P

— \)

e More work is needed to check @ oach to fe’r S }ahgned with feedback received through
the NZ ETS submlssmns sider an mégcs on our future ability to trade units in
international markets. 6

/?D / , <

Mitigation: Ofﬂc:als w;lLdo qurther wark\over June and July 2016 before the National Interest
Analysis is prese the Hou

l//\\/ “-.___ >
When do we makef Iegis*atlve ame\gm\ents7

Changes tq\{he Ci;mate Chaﬁge Response Act (CCRA) are not legally necessary to ratify the Paris
Agreemeﬁ! ill ha\&r tqarQe d the CCRA in 2019 after further international rules have been
made ‘ahd t e“ ETS.re l&y@complete

Rec/9in@en/ atlon,£érPy\\dut legislative change in 2019. Legislating earlier than 2019 is not
necessary an Qﬂre_go}nmended If you want to legislate sooner, legislative amendments will still
be neéded aga N\ \20’( 9.

ts before 2019 would be minimal (for example, appending the Paris Agreement to the
CC/eF?ﬁOan amending the purpose of the Act). More substantive changes couldn’t happen until
ht\vernatlonal rules are clearer in 2018.
.( nding the legislation in 2016 (through a truncated select committee process) or in early 2017
“fthfough a standard select committee process) would open up another select committee
process, possibly opening up criticism that the ratification is not backed by domestic action.
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Taskforce and working groups A3:

The Taskforce A3 sets out choices Ministers have when establishing a Taskforce and working
groups. Discussion should cover:

1. Approach to existing work programmes

2. Establishing working groups

3. Developing a plan for climate change through to 2050

4. Timing

5. Resourcing

Recommend: Establish a taskforce to identify how New Zealand c<n9 “transition d <

competitive low-emissions economy (option B) s \/ (”)
VA Q

Key points on taskforce / \ N ¥ \

Discussion to cover:

1.

A taskforce could look at the opportunities and challenges of chmat/e\c@nge N \
It would help us answer some of the hard questions on whakvehneed to do <t0\m§et ou\" climate
change targets \ oy \\f‘w‘
We can’t make these choices through an officials’ led mrppr\ogrammelar nie.\Wé need to know
what business and society are prepared to do ?” d%ﬂt ‘trad 70 s, they/ ¢an live with. For
example: ,\

o reducing emissions at home vs. the tran&r wealth gﬁ hore\

o transitioning our economy early vs( d\elé\ingfactlon v N
A taskforce could consider how New Zeala d r&eds to{eém ‘more productive and innovative
while reducing greenhouse gas emnssnons = \\ N\

It would focus on some of the chgﬂques and trad@ﬁﬁs\%w Zealand faces without being policy
prescriptive. s N/ ; \\\>\ ¢
P Fo> Z / f"\

R ;//\\ \_,/ /
Approach to emstmd work programmes

Urgent work needs to Qar \,on throug %ﬁhe ETS review process so New Zealand meets its 2030
target. The focusg;s on:\ N
| S

2/ \lgstﬂallsh worki{z?r}aups

« Forestry \(j:j

. /Acc \s\\si to/hternatLonEIA\w\na&ts

‘6@@( }qg'ﬁnth the r@teséctor to test ideas as proposals are developed’

d elevate thinking on areas where it makes sense for us to focus.

Working N?r
Portfolio @ste ould chair or choose the chair of these issues to identify opportunities.
Recqn@epd four working groups established on:

\

\culture Sectoral challenges and policies
aptatlon A coordinated and durable approach to adaptation

« “~transport - Sectoral challenges and policies

Innovation and technology - Supporting R&D into low emissions technologies

Agencies (MFAT, MPI, MfE, MOT) are comfortable with working groups in these areas. Working
groups would need to deliver and share key information with the taskforce. A taskforce member
should sit on each working group to ensure consistency. We do not recommend many more working
groups than what's recommended above due to the resourcing constraints.

1 With the exception of international markets which would include international negotiations.
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3. Plan for climate change to 2050

Taskforce would produce a report to Govern

transition to a low emission, competitive economy.

This could form the first chapter of the
and policies, approach to adaptation a

ment setting out possible ways New Zealand could

plan. Subsequent chapters could cover sectoral challenges
nd how to support R&D into low emissions technologies.

D X
5

Withheld under s 9(2)(f)(iv)
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Possible questions
New Zealand climate change context
Why do you think what we're doing now isn’t enough?

e It's about meeting both climate and economic goals. The longer we put off thinking about a long-
term plan, the bigger the shock will be when those are brought into line. | want us to prepare

better information now for when we do have to make decisions. 5 P
N AN
Why do we need to do anything? Won’t international buying save us agau\ﬁ" f// Yo \._:;,

/

o All countries are taking targets — _ therefore at some stage cheap emissi ductlons ove@eas
will dry up, and we'll have done nothing at home to prepare oursely “—'
e International units are uncertain. There is no guarantee about the o\N}ne or prlce that h se

reductions will be delivered at. a8

Why do we have to do something about agriculture? ¢

e Longterm we have to address agriculture’s em|33|9n5 tf\we glon t do(“t\,\e\}ery ather sector and
N &
individual faces the burden OO, ) V) /

« The sector's ready to work with us on under andmg\What thelr\gé\mbgtmn could be, when it
could be done. §

o Agriculture’s emissions are potentially dnﬂ'\ltc;fl\t Jreduce. KWé fe donng the sector no favours
by not thinking about what and how it can ae /more

« Working with the sector is the be y to ensure, { at we\r\g on the same page, and to minimise
risks of them muspercelvmg wha /)antlng to.do. 7

/"\

\_‘\

We have an important roie> to «pjaﬁ] as a, food p}dducer - we present least-cost emissions
option for food productlonr hbw do we reﬂgt;ﬁhat"

e These are the typesvf\estlons weﬁant tbe working group and taskforce to consider.

v-»5

\ ~——
Ratlflcatlon/@’\. \S Q\ N
Why woul e wa(ﬁ 20 ratliy\arly'? S\?nouldn’t we preserve our options?
) Ratafy?n ear helps Nn\ervnatlonal position. We've got a lot at stake in the ongoing
‘_negotlaj,lons pa< ound international carbon markets.
q,,\.--_(l;?gal)se in lmgfwljh tural points of comparison — USA, Australia, Canada.

o éhows Wi re\takn‘?g e Paris Agreement seriously. Making this agreement work is key for
gettmg glm Léctien on climate change. This is the first time everyone has taken targets.

will vif \Q@k about our domestic plan?

tL ing early raises the question, what are we doing domestically? We can mitigate this by
( zﬁ‘n what our work programme seeks to achieve, how we're going to getinto a position to
meet our climate targets and have a prosperous country.
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What happens if we don’t ratify early?

e There may be a backlash that we haven'’t done it. It may hurt our ability to negotiate for the
outcomes we need. On the other hand, criticism may be diverted from our domestic action to our
international position.

Why can’t we do meatier legislative changes in 2017 to mitigate criticisms that early
ratification is window dressing?

¢ There are two reasons why more detailed changes can’t be made in 2016 or 2017:

1. NZ ETS design settings: We need to amend the CCRA before our 202 y2030 target /8
applies to ensure our domestic settings are aligned. It will take time far uii{&/do this /\\
because they are complex issues and we need the right conversat%g ithvthe rig t‘ 3 /)

people. AN\ \>—,
2. International rules: Detailed rules will still be negotiated on(forestry &countmg g%\
international carbon markets, and these negotiations won't be finished unti rour\ 2019.

This will have implications for what changes need to be ﬁauded in our don S‘lIC

legislation. S \\\\ =
Taskforce VA \\\ e
Why s this needed? \\\)J ~ \\
e It may help us answer the hard questions \ A\ >

e It may give the eventual outcomes bette bu;g )N in thﬁ\pwate\sector and wider society.
e It shows we're taking action, and it show& ant to Mmk%)t@ people. Climate change isn’t
something government alone c l\wnh / D) 'l- \\

Does this take Minister’s manﬂate'?\ / f \ N

¢ Itdepends on the stru;zfure of\ih,e taskforg:e ék Hat their role is. The options below all keep
Ministers in the drlvmg seaf The tas&rc\e&s there to provide thinking, not make decisions.

How does it WOI'kf\/WI @fﬂélals? \ \ D &

o The taskforé s}fo mﬁ t be settmg\thg\ﬁlork programmes of officials. It will be working with them,
using i qrmatiqn/from ot@lals 9>nd any other working groups to fulfil its purpose.

Why Kg\'» \/

@u[ mtgnded ta:g \éduce emissions by 30 per cent from 2005 levels by 2030 is ambitious.

N T he- Paris Agfeem$n quires subsequent targets to be more ambitious. We need to have these
cehversa o\S\abey meeting both our climate and economic goals. There is a chance to start
this p(o n\\o/w and we're getting more and more calls from the private sector and wider

sop h{they want to be involved.

/"\\<
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