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Part 1 of the draft makes a valuable contribution to the discourse about Climate Change by 
providing well-focussed analysis and commentary.  However, Part 2 is misleading because 
the approach used to construct the three scenarios has a serious conceptual flaw.  This 
results in all scenarios severely underestimating the effort and resources that are required 
to implement the actions required to achieve a low-emissions economy.  The consequence 
is that Part 3 proposes policies and institutional developments that are seriously 
inadequate.  Part 3 implies that the tasks involved in achieving low emissions can be far 
easier and straightforward than can possibly be the case. 

The flaw in Part 2 arises because the modelling fails to recognise that all scenarios for 
transition to a low emissions economy must play out in the context of the inevitably 
accelerating effects of warming and climate change that have already begun.  Any sensible 
scenario out to 2050 must include the effects of at least 1.5 degrees of global warming that 
is already ‘locked in’ by the emissions of the past.  Plausibly, warming by 2050 will be closer 
to 2 degrees, irrespective of future reduction of emissions.   

Because the modelling for the three scenarios ignored this evidence, the scenarios have a 
base-line situation that is modified only by the effects of decisions about how the low 
emissions objective will be reached.  In view of the accepted evidence regarding the 
trajectory of global warming and climate change, this modelling is not plausible. Indeed, it is 
wrong.   

It follows that the scenarios seriously underestimate the effort and resources that will be 
required to achieve the modelled outcomes.  More specifically, the scenarios do not model 
the inevitable need to commit effort and resources to the needs for continual and 
intensifying programmes of adaptation and adjustment.  Initiatives aimed at achieving a 
low-emissions economy will be undertaken on top of these efforts to adapt and adjust.   

Due to this deficiency in modelling the scenarios, the policy and institutional suggestions 
contained in Part 3 all severely understate the depth and range of the change strategies that 
will be needed.  Indeed, many apparently inevitable future courses of action are omitted 
entirely.   

My own assessment of the evidence is that major disruptions will arise from the effects of 
already locked-in climate change.  The most severe effects on New Zealand are likely to 
arise from disruption of the global economy - especially its financial sector - and major 
effects on export markets. The direct physical and biological effects of climate change in 
New Zealand will, in effect, be loaded on top of these global disruptions and shifts.  Policies 
and technological innovations aimed at achieving low emissions will be implemented on top 
of these prior effects.  
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I have personal experience in modelling the effects that are missing from the scenarios, and 
would be happy to contribute to rectifying the present unsatisfactory state of the draft 
document. 

I note that this problem with the draft document appears to be symptomatic of the entire 
New Zealand debate about the effects of emissions, warming, and climate change.  There 
are two discourses - one about adaptation and one about mitigation – but they are 
separate.  The debate struggles to handle both adaptation and mitigation at the same time. 
Unfortunately, this is the future reality – mitigation must inevitably take place in situations 
where adaptation is already in progress.  It would be essential for the discourse to be shifted 
towards the theme ‘essential mitigation in the context of the inevitable challenges of 
adaptation’. Could the work of the Productivity Commission lead this shift? 

 

 

 


