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Equity and ethical concepts and
International cooperation toward the LTGG

Guiding guestion:

“How can current and future efforts to implement
commitments under the Convention increase
mitigation ambition and keep us on track for limiting
global warming under 2°C/1.5°C?”

Three lines of argument relating equity and equitable
effort-sharing to international cooperation on LTGG:

Legal argument
. Moral argument

1. Effectiveness argument
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|. Equity and climate: the legal argument

“Countries have accepted legal commitments to
act against climate change in an equitable
manner.”

“Parties should protect the climate system for the
benefit of present and future generations of
humankind, on the basis of equity and in accordance
with their commaon but differentiated responsibilities
and respective capabilities. TUNFCCC, Article 3.1, Principles]



Il. Equity and climate: the moral argument

"It is morallyproperto aliocate burdens
assogiated with our common global climate
challenge according to ethical principles.”

This is a translation of ethical principles = generally
respected'on the national level — to the global domain.
(E.Q., predominant national legal practice that
recognizes responsibility for harmful emissions, and
fiscal practice that reflects financial capacity In
distributing shared public costs through progressive
Income taxation.)



lll. Equity and climate: effectiveness argument

“Equitable burden-sharing will be necessary If the
climate challenge is to be effectively met.”
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Climate change as a global commons problem

“Effective mitigation will not be achieved if individual
agents advance their own interests independently. Climate
change has the characteristics of a collective action problem at
the global scale, because most greenhouse gases (GHGS)
accumulate over time and mix globally, and emissions by any
agent (e.g., individual, community, company, country) affect
other agents. International cooperation is therefore required to
effectively mitigate GHG emissions and address other climate
change issues. Furthermore, research and development in
support of mitigation creates knowledge spillovers. International
cooperation can play a constructive role in the development,
diffusion and transfer of knowledge and environmentally sound
technologies.” [AR5 WG3 SPM]



Climate change as a global commons problem

» No single country can protect “its own” climate by reducing its own
emissions

» No country can solve its own climate problem for itself.

» Countries must persuade other countries to help it solve its climate
problem

» A country thus reduces its own emissions — and cooperates in other ways
— for the sake of inducing reciprocal effort, i.e., getting other countries to do
likewise.

» Acountry is more likely to be successful if it is perceived as doing its fair
share of the effort.

» Thus, a cooperative agreement with equitable effort-sharing is more likely
to be agreed and successfully implemented.

“Outcomes seen as equitable can lead to more effective

cooperation.” [ARS WG3 SPM] 0
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Dataset of 1200 modeled emission scenarios

Change in Czeq

o,
Conwnrrfgons i ﬂummﬂﬁ;;gz.fm lsstan? emissions compared to Temperature change (relative to T1850-1900]55
2100 (Cozeq) Relative 2010 in (%)
Subcategories position ”;'r Likelihood of staving below temperature level aver the 21+ century®
F;‘Ff;‘: r;“ri’:; the RCPS™ | 2011-2050 | z011-2100 | 2050 2100 |2 Thjj‘;":f_"%g“”
range}? 1.5C FAN J0°C 4.0°C
=430 Only a limited number of individual model studies have explored levels below 430 ppm C0xeq
450 1,10
{430-480) Tatal range RCP2.6 550-1300 630-1180 -7lto-41 | -11Bto-78 | 1.5-1.7(1.0-2.8)
500 Mo overshoot of 530 ppm Clzeg B60-1180 960-1430 | -57to-42 | 107 to-73 | 1.7-1.9(12-29)
(480-530) Owershoot of 530 ppm CDzeq 1130-1530 | 990-1550 -55to-25 [ -114t0-90 | 1.8-2.0(1.2-3.3)
Likely
g50 No overshoot of 380 ppm COzeq 1070-1460 | 1240-2240 | -47 to-19 -1 to-59 2.0-2.2 (1.4-3.8)
(530-580) L
Overshoot of 380 ppm Clzeq 1420-1750 1170-2100 -16to 7 -183 to -86 2.1-23 {1.4—3.6]
[580-650) Total range 1260-1640 | 1870-2440 38 to 24 134 to-50 | 2.3-2.6(1.5-4.2)
RCP4S I Tieely th
[650-720) Total range 1310-1750 | 2570-3340 | -11t017 | -54to-21 | 2.6-2.9 (1.B-4.5) ore ;:f’ an
[?'Zfl—'l {H}D} Total range RCPaD 1570-1940 | 3620-4990 18 to 54 -7t 72 3.1-3.7 {2.1—5.13]
=1000 Taotal range RCPB.S 1840-2310 | 5350-7010 52 to 95 Tdto 178 4.1-4.8 (2.8-7.8)
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>100 scenarios likely to keep warming below 2°C.

COzeq .
Concentrations in Temperature change [relutive to 1850-1900 )55
2100 {C0zeq)
Likelihood of staving below temperature level over the 217 century®
Category label 2100 Temperature
fconcentration change [°C)* ) . . .
range)® 1.5C 20 30 4.0°C
ave explored levels below 430 ppm COxeq
450
430480 1.5-1.7 {1.0-2.8)
500 1.7-1.9(12-2.9]
(480-530) 1.8-2.0(1.2-3.3)
Likely
2.0-2.2(14-3.6
550 { ) Likely
(530-580) 2.1-2.3(1.4-3.6)
[580-650) 2.3-2.6(1.5-4.2]
(650-720) 2.6-2.9 (1.8-4.5) l7lr I::f:f’ thar
Mare unlikely
(720-1000) 3.1-3.7 (2.1-5.8) than ik
=1000 4.1-4.8 (2.8-7.8)
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Global emissions under likely 2°C paths (blue)
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Reduction levels in 2030 and peak year of emissions

OECD ASIA LAM MAF REF

Peak year of emissions |430-530 2020 2030 2025 2030 2025

ppm eq (2020/2020) (2030/2040) (2020/2030) (2020/2040) (2020/2030)
Peak year of emissions |530-650 2025 2040 2030 2040 2025

ppm eq (2020/2025) (2040/2040) (2030/2040) (2030/2050) (2020/2030)
2030 Emission 430-530 32% -1% 35% 8% 32%
reductions w.r.t. 2010 |ppm eq (23/40 %) (-15/14 %) (16-59 %) (-7/18 %) (18/40 %)
2030 Emission 530-650 14% -34% 9% -22% 8%
reductions w.r.t. 2010 |ppm eq (6/21 %) (-43/-26 %) (-17/41 %) (-41/-12 %) (-5/16 %)

IPCC AR5 WGlII, Ch. 6 Figure 6.7

Emissions peak, globally and in all regions, in next ~10-15
years in the “likely 2°C” category of paths.

- Broad low-GHG transformation underway in all regions.
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Estimated costs of like

Consumption losses in cost-effective implementation

y 2°C paths

For “likely” 2.0° C:
2030 costs are In
1.0 to 3.7% range.

scenarios
[percentage
point reduction
duction in consumption in annualized
ative to baseline] consumption
growth rate]
2100 2050 2100 2010-2100
Concentration
(ppm CO,eq)
450 (430-480) | 1.7(1.0-3.7)
4(2.1-6.2)| 4.8(2.9-11.4)| 0.06 (0.04-0.14)
[N: 14]
500 (480-530) \1.-; (0.6-2.1)
2.7 (1.5-4.2)| 4.7(2.4-10.6)| 0.06 (0.03-0.13)
[N: 32)
550 (530-580) 6 (0.2-1
1.7 (1.2-3.3)| 3.B(1.2-7.3) 0.04 (0.01-0.09)
580-650 0.3 (0-0.9)
o 1.3 (0.5-2.0)| 2.3(1.2-4.4) | 0.03 (0.01-0.05)

IPCC AR5 WGIII, Table SPM2

Baseline growth 300%-900% - - 0.06%/yr annual growth
Or, very roughly $1 to 3 trillion/year.
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Global distribution of mitigation expenditures (% of GDP)

430-530 ppm-e

| +OECD90: mitigation
‘ expenditures are lowest
8
5, | | Latin America: 2x higher
%2,57 | 'i'
_‘.g 8 + . . . 5
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Em.s— - _§_ i : . . .
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IPCC AR5 WGIII, Fig. 6.27

This distribution of the costs constitutes a particular way of
sharing the effort, based not on ethical principles but rather
solely on basis of mitigation potential.
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Effort-sharing frameworks: role and significance

“Effort-sharing frameworks can help to clarify discrepancies
between the distribution of costs based on mitigation potential
and the distribution of responsibilities based on ethical
principles, and they can help reconcile those discrepancies
through international financial transfers.” [ARS WG3 TS]



Effort-sharing frameworks: support and effectiveness

“A crucial consideration ...is that the mitigation costs borne in a
region can be separated from who pays those costs.”

“Effort-sharing schemes have the potential to yield a more
equitable cost distribution between countries.”

“Multi-model studies indicate that the size of the carbon market
transfers would be significant in relation to the total global
aggregate economic costs of mitigation, of the order of hundred
billions of U.S. dollars per year before mid-century”

“Climate coalitions which are self-enforcing and stable can
Indeed be effective only in the presence of significant
compensatory payments across regions.”

(AR5 WG3, Ch. 6)



Effort-sharing frameworks: underlying equity principles

Small set of widely invoked ethical principles:

» Sharing of effort in relation to responsibility:
(typically, emissions or cumulative emissions as
Indicator)

« Sharing of effort in relation to capacity:
(typically, iIncome as indicator)

« Equality: (typically, interpreted as equal per
capita entitlements of specified budget and time
frame)



Broader implications of mitigation measures for
sustainable development

Guiding question:

“What are the social and economic impacts of the
Implementation of mitigation measures on developing
countries within mitigation pathways for various levels of
global mean warming? What is the relationship between
mitigation and impacts in terms of key risks, notably for
the most vulnerable people and systems as assessed
by the ARS WGII?”

“Climate policy intersects with other societal goals
creating the possiblility of co-benefits or adverse
side-effects.” gpcc AR5 sPwm)

A
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Co-benefits and adverse side effects:
energy supply sector

Energy Supply Deployment’ R:te of| For possible upstream effects of biomass supply for bioenergy, see AFOLU.
change
2010 @ 2050 %fyr T Energy security (reduced exposure to fuel Health impact via Ecosystem impact via Proliferation risk
price volatility) (m/m) 4 Air pollution and coal mining accidents (m/h) - Air pollution {m/h) and coal mining (1/h) (m/m)
Nuclear replacing coal 1 Local employment impact (but uncertain net Nuclear accidents and waste treatment, uranium Muclear accidents (m/m)
10 (4-22) (-2-2) mining and milling (m
power effect) (I/m) p 4 . (e/h)
n ncern
Elfyr 17-47 14 Legacy cost of waste and abandoned ety and waste concerns ir
reactors (m/h)
T Energy security (resource sufficiency, Health impact via Ecosystem impact via Higher material
diversity in the near/medium term) (r/m} 4 Air pollution {except bioenergy) (r/h) 4 Air pollution (except bicenergy) (m/h) use of critical
RE (Wind, PV, CSP 4 Local employment impact (but uncertain net 4 Coal mining accidents {m/h} 4 Coal. I"I"Illljlil'lg (/) njelals fn?r P‘\.I'_and
hydro, geothermal 52 66-125)| (0.2-2) effect) {m/m) 4 Contribution to (off-grid) energy access (m/l) Habitat impact (for some hydra) {m/m| di rect drive wind
e . Irrigation, flood control igati . - " Landscape and wildlife impact (for wind) m/m) turbines (r/m)
bioenergy) replacing Elfyr [194-282| 3-4 +4 lrrigation, flood control, navigation, water ? Project-specific public acceptance concerns )
coal syppl}r{frﬁﬁwﬂlr hydra, regulated (e.g., visibility of wind) {1/m) b Water use (for wind and PV) (m/m)
rversjym, 4
Threat of displacement {large hydro) (m/h) Water use (for bioenergy, C5P, geothermal, and
Extra measures to match demand (for PV, reserveir hydro) (m/h)
wind and some CSP) (r/h)
oGt T " Preservation vs lock-in of human and physical Health impact via Ecosystem impact via upstream supply-chain activities| Long-term
Fossil CCS replacing (0) (0) capital in the fossil industry (m/m) Risk of CO; leakage (m/m) (m/m) maonitoring of
coal COAYr | 412 NA Upstream supply-chain activities (m/h) Water use (m/h) €O, storage
tared Safety concerns (CO; storage and transport) (m/h) (m/h)
0Gt (o) See fossil CCS where applicable. For possible upstream effect of biomass supply, see AFOLU.
BECCS replacing coal NA
COufyr 0-6
Methane leakage NA NA NA T Energy security ([potential to use gas in some | Health impact via reduced air pollution {m/m) Wb Ecosystem impact via reduced air pollution {I/m)
prevention, capture or cases) (I/h) 4+ Occupational safety at coal mines (m/m}
treatment

AR5 WG3 TS, Table TS3
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Co-benefits and adverse side effects:
transport and buildings sectors

Transport Scenario results For possible upstream effects of low-carbon electricity, see Energy Supply. For ble upstream effects of biomass supply, see AFOLU.
Reduction of fusl Interguartile ranges for T Energy security (diversification, reduged gil Haalth impact wia urban adr pallution by Ecosystem impact of glectricity and hydrogen wia
carbon intensity: e the whole sectar in 2050 dependence and exposure ta oil price ? CHG, biofuels: net effect undear {my1) b Urtan air pollution ||-|-|J|'|-|-|:|
electricity, H I;IGIEI with 430520 popem C0eq volatility) [myfm] & Electricity, Hy: reducing most pedlutants |rfh) Faterial use [unsustainable resource mining) (141)
biofuel ¥ d:lr“'.,E [ mm!ruﬁ'ﬂm i 2100 # Technobogical spillovers (e.g, battary Dil-Tsel: pnl.en:‘tialll.l:ima:.ing pallutian (1/m] Ecosystem impact of bicfuels: see AFOLY
lotuels and oter (28 Figures 837 & 6.38): technologies for consumar eloctronics] (i) [+ Moise (electrification and fuel cell LODVs) (1/m)
measures Road safety (silent electric LOVS at low speed] (4]
i 1) Final energy low- . . . . . . . '
Reduction of energy bon fuel sha T Energy security (reduced ail dependence and | 4 Health impact via reduced urban air pellutian (rfh) Ecosystem and hiodiwersity impact wia reduced urban
oar n shares . - aly . .
intensity S expiaure o il price wolatility) (e 7 Foad safaty [via increased crash-warthiness) {myfmi| . A pollution {mh)
T Energy security (reduced il dependence and Health impsil lof non-molariied modes wia Ecgsysiem impact via rediiced
2) Firal & reduction exposure to ol price volatility) (mym] & Increasad activity (rfh) Je Urban air pollution [rfh)
Compact urban form + el tncl:-f:zlin: 4 Produdtivity (reduced urban congestian ard Fatentially higher exposure to alr pollution (efh) | Land-use compatition (mfm)
improved transport trawel times, affordable and accessible T Hoise (modal shift and travel reductian (r/h)
infrastructure 20 -45% transport| {mfh) # Equitable mability access to employment
Modal shift ¥ Employment opportunities in the public opportunities, particukarly in DCs (rh)
transport sectar ve dar manulacturing 1f'm} 4 Read safety (via maodal shift and/ee infrastructure for
padestrians and eyelists) (efh)
# Energy security (reduced oil dependence and | 4 Health impact {non-matarized transpart mades) (rfh) Ecosystem impact via
Journey reduction and eaposure to ol price volatility) (£fh) Jo Urban air pollution [rfh]
avoidance 4 Productivity (reduced urban congestion, Mew fshorter shipping routes (rfh)
trawel times, walking] (r/h) J Land-use competition (transport infrastructura) {rfl)
Buildings Scenario results Faor passible upstream effects af fuel switching and RES, see Energy Supply.
Fuel switching RES Interquartile ranges for T Energy security (mfh] Fupl pewerty [residentiall via Health impact in residential buildings via Reduced Lirban
Fuel switching, the whole sector 0 2050 |+ Emoioyment impact [mymi] 4 Energy demand {m/h) de Dutdeor air pallution (e} Hesat lsland Effec
incorporation, green with 430-530 pom C0eq + Lowar need for snergy subsidies (1] Energy cast (Lfm] Jeo Indoes air pollution {in DCs| (RR) [LH1 (lrm)
roofs, and D’”‘IEF_ concentratians in 2100 ' m" Energy access [for higher energy cost] (lfmi de Fuel poverty {rfh)
measures feduc-rlg [see Figures 637 & 6.38): | T Aciet values of buildings (Ifm) 4 Productive time for womenychildran 4 Ecosystem impact {less cutdoar air palluticn) [rfh)
Emissions intensity (replaced traditienal cackstoves) imfh) T Urban biadiversity (grean reofs) [mfm)
1) Final energy bow- '
Retrofits of existing earban fusl shares 4 Energy security (myh) & Fuel poverty [retrofits, efficient equipment] {myh) Health impact via Reduced LUHI
buildings (e.g. cool 51 - B0 4+ Employment impact |m/fm] Energy access [higher cost for hausing due to the 4 Dutdeor air pallution (rfh} [r=trofits and
. " ; imvestmerts needed] [1/m) J Indoor alr poliution (efficient cookstoves) [rfh) new exemplary
roof, passive solar, + Productivity (commercial buildings) (m/h) L ind o | ey buildings) {1/m]
- Cuality of life {thermal camfort in retrofits and BT environmantzl canatians e
et ) ’ T Lower need for energy subsidies (1] + 4 Fual poverty |rfh)
2) Final energy reduction exemiplary new buitdings) (myh) val povarty !
E):n_arr!pl.ar'y new rolgtive to baseling 4 hesen values of buildings (1/m) Insufficient ventilation (myfim)
buﬂdl“ﬁ! 14— 35% #+ Disaster resilience {1fm) 4 Produstive time for women and children Jo Ecosystem impact |less outdoar air pollution) [rfth)
Efficient equipment [replaced traditipnal cockstoves) {myh) )
Jo Water consumption and sewage prodguction (11
Behavioral changes T Energy security (mfh] Lo Health impact via bess outdooe air pollution (rfh) &
reducing energy 4 Lower need for energy subsidies (1] improved indoor envirenmental conditions |mh)
dermand Jo Ecosyitem impact [less sutdoar sir pallution) [ffh)
VVUII\II‘Ig GTOUP NI COMTUToUtion to e Ipub ,“‘—'\9 g‘;"\%
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Co-benefits and adverse side effects:
Industry, AFOLU, and Human Settlements

Industry

Scenario results

Faor possible upstream eﬁi-cts af low-carbon energy supply (inc C(".Ei, see Energy Supply ond af biomass supply, see AFOLLL

o Interquartile ranges for 4 Cormpetitivenass and praductivity (mfh} & Health impact wia reduced bocal air pallution and 4 Ecosystem impact via reduced local air pollution and
COyfnon-C0; emission ) ) . )
. ed | the whole sestar in 2050 batter work condtions (PFC fram aluminivm] El'ﬂ.llh'l] reduced water pallulian |l'|'l,|rl'l'l:|
intensity recuction with 430-530 ppen L0269 T Water conservation [1fm)
Lancentradians in 2100
(sew Flgures .37 & 6380 |+ Energy security (lower energy intensitylim/m) & Health impact via reduced bocal pollution [Lim) Ecosystem impact via
Energy efficency T Employment impact |1 + Mew business opportunities {myfm] d  Fossil fuel extraction [If1)
. . Lacal polluti d t
improvemsants via naw | 1) Final energy bow- % Competitiveness and productivity (mgh] 4 Water availability and quality (Y1) 4 cal pollution and waste [m/fm|
processes/technologies | carbon fuel shares: F Technebogical spellovers in DCs [due to supply | 4 Safety, working conditions and job satisfactian {mfm)
a4 - 57 % chain linkages] [I/1)
Maticnal sales tax revense (mediem termj(Lf)] & Healthimpacts and safety concarns [1fm) |- Ecosystem impact via reduced local air and water
Matesial efficiency of ZJIF'{:‘: :”Eh"ﬂ' Irl'!"'-"“":'” 1 Ernpleyment impact [waste reeveling) (] |9 Mew business oppartunities (mfm] polluticn and waste material disposal (mym}
" reld O faseline: iro :
geads, recycling PR 4 Comprtitivenaess in manufacturing |1/1) & Local conflicts (reduced respurce axtraction) [1/m) + !'Is':I':'_r m"'"';:?ﬂ mater m!s'a;;j riatural "H'D.'"r_':'ﬂ::ml
- Impyen g reduced unsustaingble resawrie mirmng
A+ Mew Infrastructure for industrial chusters (1]
Praduct demand Mational sales tax revense [mediom termilf)| £ Local conflicts (reduced inequity in consumationi(f) | Post-consumation waste i)}
reductions A New diverse lfestyle concept {I1]
AFOLU Scenario results Note: co-benefits and odverse side-effects depend on the development context and the scale of the intervention (size).
Supply side: forestry, Ranges for curnulative * Emplayment imgact via 4 * Faod-crops praduction through integrated {rfm) Pravision of ecosystem senvicas via ngfitutione! ospects:
land-based larsd-related emissions L entreprenaurship development (myfh) wystems and sustainable agricufture intensification g BCOSYETEM Consarvatiaon and i * Tenure and use rights at
agriculture, livestock, reductions relative to use af Ie-;;.la bor-intansive {mym] * Faod production (locally) due to large-scale sustalnable managemant as wall the local level |for
integrated systems tHiEIIﬂHDrI EHI:;, C0,, and technalogies in agriculture monociltuies of non-focd crops (i) assustainable agriculture {rfh) indigenous peaple and
i Ma0 im bealize " s E * Iy I h i
and bioenergy in:lplerr.ll:nt:ll:inn srerarias T * Diversification of income saurces and # Cuftural hahitats and recreational aneas via [mym) arge scale manacuttures (rfh) lacal cammunities)
- L b
[marked by =] with 480 C0seq pam aceess to markets [rfhl [sustainabile] forest management and conservation Land use comgetition [r/m) Especially when
e B L z i inplementing aCtivities in
enneentrations in FLOK T * Additional income to [sustainable] 4 *Human health and animal welfare ¢.g. through less T Soil quality (rihl n:l:nural fDﬂ!SIE: irfh] sl
Demand side: reduced |see Table 11.10) lantscape management (mfhi pesticides, reduced burning practices and practices | Erasian {rfh) .
| p i . Access to participative
05585 1IN Il'rc ferod CHy 2 18% * Income concentratian (mifm) like agrofarestry & sitve-pastaral systems (myh) 4 Ecosystem resilience (myhl mechanisms for kand
'.S»UDD":' 'l:hiilll'l.- changes O 108 - 423 % 4 * Energy security |resowrce sufficiency) [myfth] *Hunan health when using burning practices 4 Albeda and svagoration (£ managament decisans (rfh
in human diets, o 4 Innavative inancing mechanisms far {im agriculture ar bioenergy| (m/m) T Enforcement of existl
changes in wood M0 8-17 % sustainable fesource imanagerient {mh) * Gender, intra- and inter-generational equity via policies for sustaing bl?
dernand and demand T Techrology innovation and trarufer fmjm) | T participation and fair benefit sharing (r/h] rescurce management [r/h)

fresm forestry products

concentration of benefits (mfm)

Human Settlements and Infrastructure

For co-benefits and adverse side effects of compact urban form and improved transport infrastructure, see also Transport.

Compact development and infrastructure

T Innavation and eflicient resource use (Ffh)
THigher rents and property values{mfmi|

T Health Trom physical activity: see Tronspor

1 Preservation of cpen space [myfm)

Increased accessibility

A Cormrube savings [rfh)

I Haalth Irem incredded physical activily: sée Tronsgort
4 Social interaction & mental bealth (mfm)

I Air guality and reduced ecadystem and haalth
impacts [mfh)

Mixed land use

T Commute savings [rfh)
THighar rents and property values (mfm|

4 Health from increased physical activity (rfh]
4 Social interaction and mental health [Ifm]

+ &ir guality and reduced ecosystem and health

Working Group Il contribution to the

IPCC Fifth Assessment Report

INTERGOVERNMENTAL PANEL oN ClimaTe chanee

impacts [mfh)




Broad Iinteractions between mitigation and other
developmental objectives

Health and safety (e.g., via air pollution)
Energy access and energy security
~00d security

_Ivelihoods, employment,

ncome and income distribution

Water use

Biodiversity preservation,...

- Unsurprisingly, effects broadly across all three
domains — social, environmental, and economic — of
sustainable development.



Key points about co-benefits and adverse side effects

These influences can be substantial, although often difficult to
guantify, and have not yet been thoroughly assessed in the
literature.

Co-benefits and adverse side-effects depend on local
circumstances as well as on the implementation practice, pace
and scale.

Behaviour, lifestyle and culture have a considerable influence
on emissions, with high mitigation potential in some sectors, in
particular when complementing technological and structural
change.

Enhancing co-benefits and avoiding adverse side-effects: good
governance, transparency, stakeholder participation, cross-

sectoral analysis and design, etc.
(IPCC AR5 SPM, TS)



Final points

« Effort-sharing is fundamental to international cooperation in a
global commons problem.

 Effort-sharing seen to be equitable, based on ethical principles
may lead to more effective cooperation.

* There i1s a small set of broadly invoked ethical principles
relating to equitable effort-sharing.

« Mitigation measures interact broadly (and sometimes strongly)
with other sustainable development objectives, creating co-
benefits or adverse side-effects.

 Highly context specific, difficult to quantify yet nonetheless
significant both in welfare and political terms. Managing these
Interactions implies mainstreaming mitigation.



