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The circles represent subnational
jurisdictions: Subnational regions
are shown in large circles and cities
are shown in small circles. The
circles are not representative of the
size of the carbon pricing initiative.
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Note: Carbon pricing initiatives are considered
“scheduled for implementation” once they have
been formally adopted through legislation and
have an official, planned start date. Carbon pricing
initiatives are considered “under consideration”
if the government has announced its intention

to work towards the implementation of a carbon
pricing initiative and this has been formally
confirmed by official government sources.
Jurisdictions that only mention carbon pricing

in their INDCs are not included as different
interpretations of the INDC text are possible. The
carbon pricing initiatives have been classified in
ETSs and carbon taxes according to how they
operate technically. ETS does not only refer to
cap-and-trade systems, but also baseline-and-
credit systems such as in British Columbia and
baseline-and-offset systems such as in Australia.
Carbon pricing has evolved over the years and
initiatives do not necessarily follow the two
categories in a strict sense. The authors recognize
that other classifications are possible.

Source: World Bank, Ecofys and Vivid Economics.
2016. State and Trends of Carbon Pricing
2016 (October), by World Bank, Washington, DC.



Linking around the world Allocation: How emissions permits are distributed
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2011 * Korean ETS uses benchmarking for cement, refinery and domestic aviation and grandparenting for the other sectors.
** EU ETS at the current phase is using benchmarking for its free allocation sectors, while in previous phases used mainly grandparenting.
Currently, RGGl is the only system that does not use free allocation: almost all permits allocated via auctioning.

Source: Allocation: How Emissions Permits Are Distributed, ETS Brief #6, May 2017
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TOKYO SAITAMA EU Climate Plan showing emission reduction targets and the role of the EU ETS
MtCO.e EU 2050 Climate Roadmap
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GUEEEE SALFGENA ETS target pathway with

linear reduction factor of 2.2%
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wooo POPAEREEREEEHEEILAILINEILY T The green line indicates the progressively
2016 ................. declining cap, with a linear reduction factor of
1.74% until 2020, and a proposed factor of 2.2%

beyond then. Source: BMUB based on EEA data,
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 published in the ICAP Status Report 2015.

o @ Source: Benefits of Emissions Trading (International Carbon Action Partnership, July 2016)
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Carbon intensity of the economy shown in tons of CO, emitted per US$1,000 of GDP
tCO./USD 1000 — EU  — RGGI California
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Emissions include only CO, from the burning of
fossil fuels, and exclude other GHG emissions,
a h * 0.40 i.e., from construction (cement production),
CALFORNA REPUBLIC ’ waste from landfill, agricultural emissions and
Q p wr LULUCF. GDP is normalized to 2015 USD. In the
i 0.30 jurisdictions presented, CO, emissions from
QUEBEC CALIFORNIA : fossil fuels produced per USD 1000 of GDP have
\—_\ been decreasing (for every one ton of emissions,
. more economic output was generated), showing
0.20 e an improving carbon intensity of the economy.
\ QOver the short term, this trend can be influenced

by many factors (e.g., changing coal/gas prices,
ONTARIO 0.10 economic shocks affecting specific sectors of the
economy, weather patterns affecting energy
use), however, over the long term the trend is
0.00 toward a steady decoupling of emissions from
T G e e Y e 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012  economic growth.
Emissions Trading Systems (International Carbon Action
Partnership, ETS Brief #4 May 2016) Source: Benefits of Emissions Trading (International Carbon Action Partnership, July 2016)






