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1.   Background 

The   Irish   Climate   Change   Advisory   Council   (hereafter   “the   Council”)   was   established   under 
the   2015   Climate   Action   and   Low   Carbon   Development   Act.   The   task   of   the   Council   is   to 
review   national   climate   policy   and   advise   the   Government   on   how   Ireland   can   best   move   to 
a   low   carbon,   climate   resilient   and   environmentally   sustainable   economy   by   2050.   The   First 
Report   of   the   Council   was   published   on   3 rd    November   2016 . 1

An   Taisce,   the   National   Trust   for   Ireland,   is   an   independent   member-based   charity, 
established   in   1948,   working   to   preserve   and   protect   Ireland's   natural   and   built   heritage. 
Our   specific   mission   in   relation   to   climate   change,   adopted   in   May   2014,   is   as   follows: 

To   catalyse   an   Irish   societal   response   to   human-caused   climate   change   which   is: 
commensurate   with   the   scale   and   urgency   of   that   unprecedented,   existential, 
challenge;   informed   by   the   best   available   scientific   understanding;   and   consistent 
with   local   and   global   equity. 

An   Taisce   very   much   welcomes   the   publication   of   the   First   Report   of   the   Council.   We   believe 
it   provides   an   excellent   summary   of   the   current   policy   context,   nationally   and   internationally, 
and   provides   a   firm   foundation   for   future   policy   development   and   implementation. 

This   document   offers   an    initial    response   by   An   Taisce   to   the   First   Report,   in   which   we   focus 
solely   on   the   formulation   of   the   long   term,   overarching,    National   Mitigation   Objective . 

We   have   prioritised   this   for   separate   detailed   submission   to   the   Council   because   we   believe 
that   it   is   the   single   most   critical   and   urgent   issue   raised   in   the   First   Report,   and   therefore 
deserves   comprehensive   discussion   in   its   own   right.   A   further   document   is   in   preparation, 
addressing   all   other   issues   from   the   First   Report,   and   it   will   be   submitted   to   the   Council   as 
soon   as   possible. 

We   hope   the   discussion   here   can   contribute   constructively   to   supporting   the   Council   in   its 
immediate   work.   We   would   welcome   the   opportunity   to   engage   further   with   the   Council   at 
any   time,   both   to   elaborate   our   own   perspectives   on   Ireland’s   responses   to   the   deep 
challenges   of   climate   change,   and   to   better   understand   the   plans   and   priorities   of   the 
Council   for   the   future. 

We   emphasise   that   nothing   in   our   submission(s)   should   be   taken   as   suggesting   that   the 
Council   should   exceed   its   mandate   by    prescribing    policy;   but   conversely,   we   fully   support 
the   Council   in   independently,   robustly,   and   comprehensively   fulfilling   its   mandate   to    inform 
all   aspects   of   Irish   climate   policy   development.  

1   Climate   Change   Advisory   Council,   “First   Report”   (2016):    http://tinyurl.com/h2wp8sn  
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2.   Mitigation:   the   Underlying   Science  

We   welcome   the   Council’s   clear   exposition   of   the   underlying   science   of   human-caused 
climate   change,   and   the   potential   severity   of   the   risks   now   confronting   global   human   society 
as   a   result. 

In   particular,   we   welcome   the   identification   of   the   atmospheric   release   of   fossil   carbon   (in 
the   form   of   CO 2 )   as   the   single   most   significant   human   climate   forcing,   and   the   scientific 
framing   of   the   needed   action   on   CO 2    in   terms   of   a   finite,   and   rapidly   diminishing,   global 
“carbon   budget”.      This   is   in   contrast   to   the   almost   exclusive   focus   in   policy   making   to   date 
on   the   CO 2    emissions    rate    in   some   specified   future   year.   In   fact,   such   a   time/rate   objective, 
in   itself,   cannot   directly   define   or   constrain   a   claim   on   the   cumulative   global   budget;   which   is 
to   say,   it   cannot   relate   in   any   clear   or   direct   way   to   a   specific   objective   for   consequent 
global   temperature   rise.   The   millennial   scale   lifetime   of   CO 2    in   the   atmosphere   means   that 
nett   emissions   of   CO 2    must   fall   to   zero   (or,   better,   become   negative)   before   the   available 
global   carbon   budget   (consistent   with   any   specified   global   temperature   increase)   is 
exhausted.   Properly   reflecting   this   hard   physical   reality   is   an   acid   test   for   any   serious 
formulation   of   the   National   Mitigation   Objective.  

Of   course,   non-CO 2    climate   pollutants   also   require   urgent   mitigation,   and   each   such   forcing 
needs   to   be   considered   carefully   in   its   own   right   in   the   elaboration   of   an   integrated 
mitigation   policy.   This   presents   a   specific   additional   challenge   for   Irish   mitigation   policy. 

3.   Interacting   Mitigation   Policy   Drivers 

The   First   Report   presents   a   clear   overview   of   the   variety   of   separate   drivers   for   mitigation 
action   under   which   Irish   climate   policy   is   operating.   These   specifically   include: 

● The   Paris   Agreement    goals   to   hold   “...   the   increase   in   the   global   average 2

temperature   to   well   below   2 °C   above   pre-industrial   levels   and   to   pursue   efforts   to 
limit   the   temperature   increase   to   1.5 °C   above   pre-industrial   levels”;   and   to   address 
these   goals   in   a   way   that   reflects   “...   equity   and   the   principle   of   common   but 
differentiated   responsibilities   and   respective   capabilities,   in   the   light   of   different 
national   circumstances.”   Ireland   ratified    the   Paris   agreement   on   4 th    November   2016 3

(the   same   day   that   the   agreement   formally   entered   into   force ). 4

● The   2020   EU   Climate   and   Energy   package ,   the   2030   Framework ,   and   the   2050 5 6

low-carbon   economy   roadmap ,   including   specific   reduction   targets   for   annual 7

emissions   in   2050,   2030,   and   2020,   with   both   EU-wide   elements   (via   the   EU 
Emissions   Trading   System)   and   member   state   elements   (via   Effort   Sharing 
Decisions/Regulations). 

2   UNFCCC,   “The   Paris   Agreement”   (2015):    http://tinyurl.com/hoz4n23  
3   DCCAE,   “Minister   Denis   Naughten   T.D.   formally   completed   Ireland’s   Ratification   of   the   Paris 
Agreement   by   depositing   Ireland’s   Instrument   of   Ratification   with   the   UN   on   Friday   November   4th 
2016”:    http://tinyurl.com/hf6vzhv  
4   Espinosa   and   Mezouar   (UNFCCC),   “Paris   Enters   into   Force   –   Celebration   and   Reality   Check”,   (2016): 
http://tinyurl.com/gqogz5u  
5   European   Commission,   “2020   Climate   &   Energy   package”:    http://tinyurl.com/zvyvpwt  
6   European   Commission,   “2030   Climate   &   Energy   framework”:    http://tinyurl.com/zozwm3z  
7   European   Commission,   “Climate   change:   Commission   sets   out   Roadmap   for   building   a   competitive 
low-carbon   Europe   by   2050”   (2011):    http://tinyurl.com/zb4bh73  

Page   3   of   15 

http://tinyurl.com/hoz4n23
http://tinyurl.com/hf6vzhv
http://tinyurl.com/gqogz5u
http://tinyurl.com/zvyvpwt
http://tinyurl.com/zozwm3z
http://tinyurl.com/zb4bh73


● The   Irish   Climate   Action   and   Low   Carbon   Development   Act   2015   (hereafter,   “the 
Act”) ,   which   commits   the   State   to   “...   pursue,   and   achieve,   the   transition   to   a   low 8

carbon,   climate   resilient   and   environmentally   sustainable   economy   by   the   end   of   the 
year   2050”   (the   “national    transition    objective”).   This   Act   itself   does   not   contain   any 
separate    mitigation    objective,   but   requires   the   adoption   of   a   National   Mitigation   Plan 
(NMP),   to   be   updated   at   five   yearly   intervals;   which   Plan   must   “take   into   account” 
obligations   of   the   State   under   EU   law   and   arising   from   international   agreements 
(now   including   the   Paris   Agreement).   It   also   explicitly   requires   that   action   in   support 
of   the   national   transition   objective   shall   “have   regard   to”   the   requirements   of   climate 
justice   (though   this   concept   is   not   defined   or   elaborated   in   any   specific   detail). 

● The   Irish   “Climate   Action   and   Low-Carbon   Development   National   Policy   Position” 
(hereafter   NPP)    was   published   by   the   then   Government   in   April   2014   (and   thus 9

predated   the   Act).   This   appears   to   have   the   status   simply   of   a   formal   Cabinet 
decision.   However,   it   has   not   been   superseded   or   otherwise   repudiated   by   the 
current   Government,   and   is   therefore   presumably   still   reflective   of   overarching 
Government   policy.   It   is   unclear   what,   if   any,   processes   of   review   or   update   it   is 
intended   to   be   subject   to.   In   any   case,   it   contains   two   separate   quantitative 
mitigation   commitments,   which   the   Council’s   First   Report   collectively   characterises   as 
the    (current)   “National   Mitigation   Objective”: 

○ “an   aggregate   reduction   in   carbon   dioxide   (CO 2 )   emissions   of   at   least   80% 
(compared   to   1990   levels)   by   2050   across   the   electricity   generation,   built 
environment   and   transport   sectors”   (this   encompasses   the   majority   of 
territorial   CO 2    emissions;   but   it   is   unclear   whether   separately   accounted 
emissions   from   manufacturing,   industry,   mining   and   construction   have   been 
deliberately   omitted   from   mention); 

○ “an   approach   to   carbon   neutrality   in   the   agriculture   and   land-use   sector, 
including   forestry,   which   does   not   compromise   capacity   for   sustainable   food 
production”   (no   target   date   specified   for   achievement;   no   definition   of 
“sustainable”   food   production,   no   clear   definitions   of   either   “approach”   or 
“neutrality”). 

We   have   chosen   to   re-iterate   these   different   drivers   of   national   mitigation   action   for   a 
specific   reason:   while   the   First   Report   does   indeed   mention   all   these   drivers,   it   does   not 
discuss   their    interactions    in   any   substantive   detail.   In   particular,   it   does   not   comment   on 
whether   or   to   what   extent   they   are   mutually   compatible;   or,   to   the   extent   that   they   may   be 
incompatible,    which   should   take   priority   in   the   formulation   of   the    national    mitigation 
objective.   This   is   a   very   critical   issue,   as   the   national   mitigation   objective   provides   the   key, 
stable,   long-term   criterion   for   the   design,   evaluation   and   periodic   updating   of   the   National 
Mitigation   Plan.   If   that   overarching   objective   is   unclear   or   ambiguous,   then   the   effectiveness 
of   any   ongoing   NMP   process   will   be   necessarily   undermined   (even   before   a   first   draft   is 
published).   In   fact,   we   believe   that   there   is   a   strong    prima   facie    case   (detailed   further 
below)   that   the   purported   “national   mitigation   objective”    currently    expressed   in   the   National 
Policy   Position   is   indeed   seriously   defective   in   exactly   such   respects. 

Accordingly,   we   ask   the   Council,   as   a   matter   of   urgency,   to   consider   preparing   and 
publishing   a   brief   but   authoritative   analysis   of   the   coherence   (or   conflict,   as   the   case   may 
be)   between   these   drivers.   We   would   hope   that   such   a   critical   analysis   would   then 
appropriately   advise   on   the   formulation   and   adoption   by   the   State   of   a    properly   clear,   robust 
and   rigorous   national   mitigation   objective,   fully   and   transparently   aligned   with   science, 

8   “Climate   Action   and   Low   Carbon   Development   Act   2015”:    http://tinyurl.com/jntj6ta 
9   “Climate   Action   and   Low-Carbon   Development   National   Policy   Position”    http://tinyurl.com/horguh4  
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equity,   and   our   EU   and   (especially)   UNFCCC   commitments.    This   can   then   provide   the 
essential   foundation   for   the   detailed   development   and   implementation   of   the   National 
Mitigation   Plan   process. 

While   we   defer   to   the   independence   and   expertise   of   the   Council   in   conducting   such   an 
analysis,   the   following   sections   offer   additional   inputs,   based   on   our   own   (necessarily 
limited)   review   of   the   available   literature,   which   indicate   the    prima   facie    case   for   the 
incoherence   of   the   current   national   mitigation   objective   (as   in   the   NPP),   and   suggest 
possible   approaches   to   resolving   this.   We   hope   this   may   serve   to   highlight   potential   areas 
for   more   detailed   consideration   by   the   Council   and,   of   course,   action   by   Government. 

4.   Incompatibility   of   EU   NDC   with   Paris   Agreement   Goals 

There   is   wide   expert   consensus  ,    ,    ,      that   the   “(Intended)   Nationally   Determined 10 11 12 13

Contributions”   (NDCs)   submitted   prior   to   the   adoption   of   the   Paris   Agreement,   even   if   they 
were   fully   delivered   (which   is   itself   highly   uncertain),   would,   in   their   collective   effect,   fall   far 
short   of   meeting   the   global   temperature   goals   laid   out   in   that   agreement.   These   include   the 
2030   EU   Climate   and   Energy   Framework   (the   basis   of   the   EU   NDC ,   to   which   Ireland   is   a 14

party). 

It   follows   that   good   faith   ratification   of   the   Paris   Agreement    entails    an   obligation   on   each 
party   to   significantly   increase   mitigation   ambition   (in   accordance   with   equity),   as   a   matter   of 
urgency,   to   a   level   that   will   indeed   be   consistent   with   the   agreement   goals .      Of   course,   this 15

obligation   is   not   justiciable,   nationally   or   internationally,   by   deliberate   design   of   the 
agreement   (a   political   compromise   to   achieve   maximum   participation);   but   it   should   surely 
be   regarded   as    morally    binding   on   all   signatories.  

In   the   Irish   case,   this   means   an   immediate   increase   in   national   ambition   very   significantly 
beyond   that   suggested   by   both   in   the   2020   EU   Climate   and   Energy   Package   and   the   2030 
Climate   and   Energy   Framework/NDC   (never   mind   the   notably   weaker/equivocal   effort 
implied   by   the   Irish   NPP),   together   with   proactive   engagement   with   our   EU   partners   and   the 
European   Commission   to   extend   such   increased   ambition,   on   an   equitable   basis,   to   all   EU 
member   states.   We   suggest   that   this   is   an   unambiguous   responsibility   for   Ireland,   as   a   party 
to   the   Paris   Agreement   (both   directly   in   our   own   right   and   as   a   member   state   of   the   EU). 

We   are   aware,   of   course,   that   under   the   terms   of   the   agreement,   the   NDCs   will   be   formally 
revisited   in   the   context   of   the   “Global   Stocktake”   due   in   2023.   Presumably   that   in   itself   will 
force   a   significant   increase   in   the   2030   and   2050   ambitions   of   the   EU   (under   the   “ratchet” 

10   Rogelj   et   al.   “Paris   Agreement   Climate   Proposals   Need   a   Boost   to   Keep   Warming   Well   below   2   °C” 
Nature    534    (7609):   631–39   (2016):    http://tinyurl.com/jex3obw  
11   Climate   Action   Tracker   “Effect   of   current   pledges   and   policies   on   global   temperature”: 
http://tinyurl.com/htfg3kj  
12   Climate   Interactive   “Climate   Scoreboard   UN   Climate   Pledge   Analysis”:    http://tinyurl.com/gw9xa6e  
13   MIT   Joint   Program   on   the   Science   and   Policy   of   Global   Change:    http://tinyurl.com/h3vum4s  
14   “Intended   Nationally   Determined   Contribution   of   the   EU   and   its   Member   States”   (2015): 
http://tinyurl.com/qz25697  
15   Rockström,   Johan,   Hans   Joachim   Schellnhuber,   Brian   Hoskins,   Veerabhadran   Ramanathan,   Peter 
Schlosser,   Guy   Pierre   Brasseur,   Owen   Gaffney,   et   al.   2016.   “The   World’s   Biggest   Gamble.”   Earth’s 
Future   4   (10).   Wiley   Online   Library:   465–70.   See   p.469:   “Our   conclusion   is   that   the   design   and 
implementation   of   a   global   zero   carbon   roadmap   is   an   immediate   necessity   to   stand   a   chance   of 
avoiding   the   risk   of   global   temperatures   overshooting   the   planetary   limit   of   2ºC   set   in   Paris.” 
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mechanism).      And   significantly   ahead   of   that   stocktake,   the   “Facilitative   Dialogue”   in   2018 
can   be   expected   to   already   progress   critical   review   of   the   collective   inadequacy   of   the 
current   NDCs.   We   note   that   the   2018   process,   in   particular,   will   fall   well   within   the   period   of 
the   first   Irish   National   Mitigation   Plan:   thus   it   is   essential   that   the   NMP   already   anticipate 
and   make   appropriate   provision   for   this. 

Moreover,   the   brutal   arithmetic   of   the   finite   global   carbon   budget   (elaborated   in   more   detail 
below)   means   that   delay   in   increasing   ambition   (for   Ireland,   or   any   other   party)   is    not    a 
reasonable   or   defensible    national    policy   approach   in   any   case,   because   all   such   delay   serves 
to   force   the   required   year-on-year   mitigation    rate    (for   CO 2    in   particular)   progressively,   and 
non-linearly,   higher   with   each   year   that   passes.   Therefore,   as   delay    now    actually   implies   a 
consequent   commitment   to   even   greater   year-on-year   effort   in   the    future ,   it   would   be 
virtually   impossible   to   rationalise    except    as   an   expression   of   quite   deliberate   bad   faith   (i.e.,   a 
convenient   political   fudge   to   excuse   short   term   inaction,   but   with   no   sincere   intention   to 
actually   deliver   the   implied   much   greater   effort   in   the   future ).  16

The   timescale   for   effective   action   is   now   very   short   in   relation   to   the   stated   Paris 
temperature   goals.   The   global   carbon   budget   for   even   a   66%   chance   of   avoiding   +1.5°C   is 
likely   to   be   already   exhausted   within   only   5   years ,   in   the   absence   of   radical   mitigation 17

effort   in   the   meantime.  

Given   any   consideration   for   global   equity   and   climate   justice,   this   immediate,   high   ambition, 
effort   must   necessarily   come   primarily   from   those   currently   most   highly   emitting   countries, 
per   capita   (clearly   including   Ireland ).  18

5.   Characterising   the   CO 2    Mitigation   Objective 

The   Council   has   rightly   noted   the   best   current   scientific   understanding   that   the   most 
appropriate   way   of   expressing   the   CO 2    mitigation   objective,   in   particular,   is   in   terms   of   a 
finite   cumulative   emissions   budget   (the   change   to   the   atmospheric   CO 2    “stock”),   as   opposed 
to   an   objective   expressed   in   terms   of   a   CO 2    emissions    rate    (a   CO 2    “flow”)   at   some   fixed 
(future)   point   in   time.   A   flow,   unless   elaborated   into   a   full   emissions   rate    pathway    over   time, 
does   not   provide    any    quantified   constraint   on   total   cumulative   emissions   (the   change   in   CO 2 
stock) ,   and   therefore   does   not   provide   any   effective   constraint   on   temperature   rise   (not 19

even   probabilistically). 

However:   the   current   EU   climate   and   energy   measures   and   policies   (and   therefore   including 
the   EU   NDC)   rely   exclusively   on   rate/point   in   time   objectives.   While   these   do   at   least   offer 
three   separate   rate-pathway   points   (2020,   2030,   2050),   which   serve   to   somewhat   constrain 
the   total   pathway   budget,   the   final   point   (2050)   is   very   imprecise   (a   possible   range   of 
emission   rate   reductions   from   80-95%   relative   to   1990   levels),   and   in   any   case   is   still   well 
above   zero   (so   does   not   constrain   ultimate   accumulation/temperature   rise).   The   Irish   NPP, 
in   turn,   specifies   only   a   single   rate/point   (2050).   Even   that   commitment   is   unclear   whether   it 

16   The   tacit   implication   being   that   the   overarching   global   temperature   goals   will,   as   a   matter   of 
realpolitik,    be   cynically   abandoned   by   the   high   emitting   parties   at   some   convenient   point   — 
essentially   then   gambling   that   the   worst   impacts   can   still   be   limited   to   “other”,   more   immediately 
vulnerable,   parties.   This,   of   course,   would   be   the   very   antithesis   of   climate   justice. 
17   CarbonBrief   “Analysis:   Only   five   years   left   before   1.5°C   carbon   budget   is   blown”   (2016): 
http://tinyurl.com/jascylg  
18   See   for   example,   Global   Carbon   Atlas:    http://globalcarbonatlas.org/  
19   Anderson   and   Bows,   “A   New   Paradigm   for   Climate   Change.”   Nature   Climate   Change   2   (9).   Nature 
Research:   639–40   (2012):    http://tinyurl.com/zblwcct  
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includes    all    territorial   CO 2    sources ,   and   is   then   further   qualified   to    prima   facie    exclude 20

integrated   consideration   of   the   warming   effect   from   non-CO 2    pollutants   (unlike   the   EU 
commitment   which   makes   no   such   qualification).  

A   much   more   clear   and   scientifically-grounded   way   of   expressing   the   CO 2    mitigation 
objective,   at   both   national   and   EU   levels,   would   therefore   be   in   the   form   of   specific 
cumulative   carbon   budgets   (calibrated   to   some   chosen   starting   year,   1990   or   otherwise); 
that   is,   in   effect,   to   make   transparent   our   “claimed”   shares   of   the   finite   remaining   global 
budget .   Such   a   formulation   would   also   enable   a   clear   articulation   of   how   the   requirements 21

for   equity   and   climate   justice   are   being   practically   interpreted   in   setting   mitigation   policy   at 
national   and   EU   levels. 

We   therefore   suggest   that   Ireland   can,   and   should,   show   leadership   in   international   policy 
formation   by   specifying   its   own   (fossil   fuel)   CO 2    mitigation   objective   in   the   form   of   a   finite 
remaining   cumulative   national   carbon   budget,   together   with   a   clear   explanation   of   how   we 
believe   our   particular   national   claim   on   the   global   budget   can   be   made   compatible   with 
climate   justice.   Conversely,   on   the   presumption   of   good   faith   engagement   with   the   global 
effort,   it   is   very   difficult   to   identify   any   defensible   rationale    against    declaring   such   a 
cumulative   national   carbon   budget   objective   (noting   that   it   would   not   be   internationally 
justiciable   in   any   case). 

It   is   perhaps   worth   noting   here   that,   among   the   issues   to   be   considered   by   the   recently 
established   Citizens’   Assembly   is   “how   the   State   can   make   Ireland   a   leader   in   tackling 
climate   change” .   This   proposal   to   express   the   National   Mitigation   Objective   (for   CO 2 )   in 22

terms   of   a   finite   cumulative   budget   is   therefore   one   very   concrete   opportunity   for   leadership 
that    could    be   tabled   for   consideration   by   the   Assembly   (suggested   by   the   Council   or 
otherwise).  

6.   Choosing   a   CO 2    Emissions   Rate   Pathway   in   Time 

Notwithstanding   these   strong   arguments   for   the   explicit   adoption   of   a   CO 2    mitigation 
objective   in   terms   of   a   finite   cumulative   national   budget,   we   should   make   it   clear   that   we 
believe   it   would   still   be   perfectly   appropriate,   for   ongoing   detailed   policy   development   and 
management   purposes,   to   transform   this   cumulative   budget   into   some   equivalent    emissions 
rate   pathway    over   time.   Indeed,   this   is   the   form   in   which   mitigation   action   is   conventionally 
represented   in   ongoing   emissions   inventory   reporting,   projections,   and   analysis .   In   this 23

light   it   would   seem   appropriate   for   the   Council   to   analyse   and   present   alternative,   national 
CO 2    emissions   rate   pathways    together   with    their   cumulative   carbon   budget   commitments. 
Even   highly   simplified,   indicative   emission   pathways   with   alternative   sectoral   mixes   would   be 
helpful   to   inform   policymakers   and   the   public   of   the   level   of   action   required   and   at   least   an 
approximate   range   of   choices.  

In   this   regard,   the   choice   of   an   appropriate   functional   form   for   the   future   target   pathway   is 
a   critical   issue.   In   the   Council’s   First   Report,   this   is   implicitly   addressed   in   section   4   (pp. 

20   As   already   noted,   it   equivocates,   deliberately   or   otherwise,   on   whether   separately   accounted 
emissions   from   manufacturing,   industry,   mining   and   construction   are   included   in   the   reduction 
objective. 
21   Raupach   et   al.   “Sharing   a   Quota   on   Cumulative   Carbon   Emissions.”    Nature   Climate   Change   4   (10). 
Nature   Research:   873–79    (2014):       http://bit.ly/2j5VWgT  
22   The   Citizens’   Assembly:    http://tinyurl.com/zteflfn  
23   Stocker,   Thomas.   “The   Closing   Door   of   Climate   Targets.”   Science   339   (6117):   279–80      (2013): 
http://bit.ly/2j5McDf 
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11-12).   In   that   case,   a    linear    emissions-rate   reduction   pathway   is   considered,   apparently   by 
default   (i.e.   without   explicit   motivation).   However,   we   note   that   the   choice   of   a   linear   form 
mathematically   entails   that   the    year-on-year   fractional   mitigation   rate    must   progressively 
increase   in   time   (highly   non-linearly).   Further,   as   “easier”   (cheaper)   mitigation   options   are 
naturally   chosen   first   (whether   directly   by   regulation   or   indirectly   via   market   mechanisms), 
the   actual   year-on-year   mitigation   effort   required   is   likely   to   increase   even   faster   in   time.   We 
acknowledge   that   this    might    be   offset   somewhat   by   ongoing   technological   innovation,   but, 
by   definition,   the   potential   scale,   speed   or   intrinsic   limits   of   such   innovation   cannot   be 
known   in   advance   with   any   confidence   or   reliability.      Besides,   given   the   enormity   of   the 
global   risks,   any   and   all   such   uncertainty   both   mathematically   and   economically   mandates 
greater    mitigation   urgency   (not   less,   as   is   commonly   asserted)  ,   . 24 25

We   suggest   the   deliberate   “backloading”   of   mitigation   effort   implied   by   a   linear   pathway, 
while   undoubtedly   politically   convenient,   carries   a   very   high   intrinsic   risk   of   progressive 
policy   shortfall;   and   in   any   case,   represents   an   ethically   very   dubious   transfer   of   a   growing 
(and   uncertain)   mitigation   burden   to   the   future,   particularly   given   simultaneously   growing 
climate   change   damage   and   adaptation   costs   (nationally   and   internationally)   and   the   short 
term   policy   pressures   that   those   will   undoubtedly   impose.  

The   most   obvious   alternative   to   a   linear   mitigation   pathway   would   be   an   exponential   form; 
that   is,   with   a   constant   (rather   than   increasing)   year-on-year   mitigation   rate.   This   would   go 
some   way   toward   “flattening”   the   challenge/burden/cost   in   time.   However,   a   pathway   form 
that   goes   even   further,   and   actually    front- loads   effort   (i.e.   with   an   initially   higher,   and   then 
slowly   decreasing,   year-on-year   mitigation   rate)   would   be   significantly   more   prudent,   in 
explicitly   allowing   for   unforeseen   difficulties   or   obstacles   to   future   mitigation. 

In   any   case,   we   believe   that   independent   advice   and   insight   from   the   Council   would   be 
invaluable   to   Government   (and   wider   society)   in   weighing   up   these   alternative   pathway 
approaches. 

7.   “The   Trouble   with   Negative   [CO 2 ]   Emissions”    26

The   Council’s   First   Report   notes   that   the   CO 2    mitigation   challenge    could    theoretically   be 
eased   to   some   limited   extent   (i.e.,   the   cumulative   carbon   budget   could   be 
relaxed/increased,   globally   and/or   nationally)   if   it   became   technologically   and   economically 
possible   to   extract   CO 2    from   the   atmosphere   and   store   it   in   a   form   that   is   secure   for 
millennial   time   scales.   These   approaches,   which   are   essentially   conceptual   for   the   moment, 
are   collectively   referred   to   as   “negative   emissions   technologies”   (NETs).  

The   First   Report   therefore   also   very   properly   cites   the   most   recent   advice   of   the 
Intergovernmental   Panel   on   Climate   Change   (IPCC)   that   “...      large   scale   reliance   on   such 
approaches   may   entail   significant   risks”   (including,   but   not   limited   to,   serious   potential 

24      Lewandowsky   et   al.   “Scientific   Uncertainty   and   Climate   Change:   Part   I.   Uncertainty   and   Unabated 
Emissions.”   Climatic   Change   124   (1-2):   21–37   (2014):    http://tinyurl.com/zvfb7ab  
25      Wagner   and   Zeckhauser,   “Expecting   a   Black   Swan   and   Getting   a   Dragon:   Confronting   Deep 
Uncertainty   in   Climate   Change”   (Preprint)   Harvard   Kennedy   School.   (2016): 
http://tinyurl.com/j9dseos 
26   Anderson   and   Peters,   “The   Trouble   with   Negative   Emissions.”   Science   354   (6309):   182–83      (2016): 
http://tinyurl.com/hc8k6zm  
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conflicts   with   food   security   and   other   environmental   goals ).   Or,   as   it   has   been   eloquently 27

summarised   by   Rob   Bailey   of   Chatham   House :   “It   is   clearly   less   risky   not   to   emit   a   tonne   of 28

CO 2    in   the   first   place,   than   to   emit   one   in   expectation   of   being   able   to   sequester   it   for   an 
unknown   period   of   time,   at   unknown   cost,   with   unknown   consequences,   at   an   unknown 
date   and   place   in   the   future.”  

Moreover,   as   Anderson   and   Peters   state:  

“the   distribution   of   this   risk   is   highly   inequitable.   If   negative   emission   technologies 
fail   to   deliver   at   the   scale   enshrined   in   many   IAMs   [Integrated   Assessment   Models], 
their   failure   will   be   felt   most   by   low-emitting   communities   that   are   geographically 
and   financially   vulnerable   to   a   rapidly   changing   climate.”    29

The   clear   implication   for   scientific   and   equitable   climate   policy   advice   is   that   the   national 
mitigation   objective   (or   more   specifically,   the   national   cumulative   carbon   budget)   should   be 
framed,   in   the   first   instance,    with   zero   reliance   on   negative   emissions   technologies .   This 
could,   of   course,   be   revised,   if   or   when   the   practicality   of   NET   deployment   in   Ireland   were 
reliably   demonstrated.    However,   it   would   be   very   helpful   if   the      Council   could   be 30

completely   unambiguous   as   to   whether   this   is,   indeed,   its   position   on   this   issue;   or,   if   not, 
what   alternative   interpretation   of   the   IPCC   advice   it   suggests,   and   the   basis   for   that. 

8.   Aggregating   Physically   Distinct   Climate   Pollutants 

Under   the   current   EU   and   UNFCCC    “accounting   rules”   the   effects   of   a   variety   of   climate 31

pollutants   are   commonly   re-expressed   in   terms   of   “CO 2 -equivalent”   emissions,   based   simply 
on   scalar   multipliers   of   emission    rates    (usually   the   so-called   GWP-100   coefficients ).   In 32

practice   these   are   then   simply   added   directly   to   actual   CO 2    emissions   rates,   supposedly   as   a 
means   to   represent   an    aggregate    “contribution   to   warming”.   This   particular   approach   to 
aggregation   very   strongly   affects   consequent   policy   tradeoffs   between   actions   on   different 
pollutants,   both   nationally   and   internationally.   But   while   this   approach   is   undoubtedly 
administratively   convenient,   and   may   even   have   been   appropriate   when   the   UNFCCC   was 
first   adopted   (i.e.,   when   the   scale   and   urgency   of   the   mitigation   challenge   were   much   less), 
we   suggest   that   it   should   now   be   critically   re-assessed;   and   indeed   that   the   Council   could 
make   a   very   profound   contribution   to   informing   effective   mitigation   policy   (nationally   and 
internationally)   if   it   would   undertake   such   a   review. 

In   the   particular   case   of   Ireland,   where   it   is   clear   (based   on   any   of   a   variety   of   aggregation 
approaches)   that   an   exceptionally   large   portion   of   our   global   warming   responsibility   is 
indeed   due   to   the   role   of   non-CO 2    pollutants   (specifically,   N 2 O   and   CH 4 ,   arising   primarily 
from   agriculture)   we   suggest   that   this   is   an   almost    uniquely    critical   and   urgent   issue   to 
address   in   our   own   national   policy   framework.   This   remains   so,   at   Irish   national   level,   even 

27   Smith   et   al.   “How   Much   Land-Based   Greenhouse   Gas   Mitigation   Can   Be   Achieved   without 
Compromising   Food   Security   and   Environmental   Goals?”   Global   Change   Biology   19   (8):   2285–2302 
(2013):    http://tinyurl.com/zt5qwru  
28   CarbonBrief,   “In-depth:   Experts   assess   the   feasibility   of   ‘negative   emissions”   (2016): 
http://tinyurl.com/j9wjs7l  
29   Anderson   and   Peters,   “The   Trouble   with   Negative   Emissions.”   Science   354   (6309):   182–83      (2016): 
http://tinyurl.com/hc8k6zm  
30   In   effect   this   is   a   specific   case   for   the   application   of   the   so-called   “precautionary   principle”. 
31   United   Nations   Framework   Convention   on   Climate   Change.    http://unfccc.int/  
32   UNFCCC   “Global   Warming   Potentials”   (1995):    http://unfccc.int/ghg_data/items/3825.php  
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if   it   has   to   be   undertaken   separately   from,   or   significantly   in   advance   of,   the   adoption   of 
improved   approaches   at   international   level. 

At   the   most   basic   level,   the   particular   multipliers   currently   chosen   for   use   at   UNFCCC   level   to 
date   have   not   yet   been   updated   to   reflect   the   most   recent   scientific   values   given   in   the   IPCC 
Fifth   Assessment   Report   (AR5) ,   .   But   the   Council   has   stated   explicitly   in   its   First   Report 33 34

that   it   will   use   IPCC   AR5   “as   a   primary   source   of   scientific   information   and   analysis”   (p.   4), 
and   we   would   absolutely   endorse   that   approach.   Accordingly,   we   suggest   that   the   Council 
might   recommend   that   our   national   reporting   and   policy   analysis   —   specifically   including   the 
first   National   Mitigation   Plan   —   should   already   reflect   this   update.   Indeed,   it   seems   highly 
likely   that,   well   within   the   term   of   the   first   NMP,   the   EU   and   UNFCCC   accounting   rules   will   be 
updated   in   this   way   in   any   case. 

But   even   more   importantly,   our   reading   of   the   current   scientific   literature   is   that   this 
underlying   rate-multiplier   approach   to   aggregation   simply   does   not   properly   or   effectively 
reflect   the   fundamentally   different   physical   roles   of   short-lived   and   long-lived   pollutants 
(regardless   of   the   specific   multipliers   used). 

For   CH 4    emission   rate   policy   (and,   to   a   somewhat   lesser   extent,   N 2 O?)   it   appears   that   the 
more   scientifically   grounded   approach   to   aggregation   is   to   transform   it   not   to   a   CO 2     rate 
equivalent,   but   to   a   quantum   of   CO 2     accumulation  .    That   is,   for   the   purpose   of   assessing 35

the   adequacy   of    overall    mitigation   policy,   permanent   mitigation   of   CH 4    emission    rate    by   a 
specific   amount   should   be   equated   to   a   corresponding   adjustment   not   of   the   CO 2    emission 
rate    but   of   the   remaining    cumulative   CO 2    budget.    In   terms   of   adoption   of   the   Irish    national 
mitigation   objective   we   suggest   that   CH 4    (and   N 2 O?)   should   indeed   be   presented   explicitly   in 
the   form   of   declining   emissions    rate    pathways   in   time   (expressed   directly   in   annual   emission 
mass   of   CH 4    and   N 2 O);   but   that,   for   the   purposes   of   expressing   an   aggregated   view   of   total 
Irish   mitigation   effort,   these   should   not   be   converted   to   CO 2 -equivalent   emission    rates 
(using   GWP-100   factors   or   otherwise)   but   rather   to   corresponding   adjustments   to   the 
(constrained,   finite)   Irish    cumulative   CO 2    budget. 

Implicit   in   this   is   a   very   important   policy   differentiator   between   CO 2    and   other   (shorter   lived) 
pollutants,   with   particular   potential   significance   for   Ireland.   Whereas   the   global   nett   CO 2 
emission    rate    must   actually   fall   very   rapidly   to   zero,   and   ideally   become   negative   (in   order   to 
respect    any    finite   cumulative   national   carbon   budget    or   global   temperature   limit),   the   same 36

is    not    true   of   CH 4    or   even   N 2 O:   while   these   rates   must   indeed   decline   significantly,   the 
objective   need   not,   and   likely   should   not,   be   for   them   to   go   to   zero   (given   competing 
objectives   of   local   and   global   food   security   in   particular).   Unfortunately,   to   date,   the 
simplistic   use   of   “CO 2 -equivalence”   rate-multipliers   to   assess   aggregated   policies   has   tended 

33   IPCC   AR5   WG1   Chapter   8:    http://tinyurl.com/o3z6vkr  
34   We   also   note   that   the    most    recent   scientific   assessment   has   suggested   a   further   increase   in   the 
GWP-100   multiplier   for   CH4   by   an   additional   14%   even   over   that   presented   in   AR5:   Etminan,   M.,   G. 
Myhre,   E.   J.   Highwood,   and   K.   P.   Shine.   “Radiative   Forcing   of   Carbon   Dioxide,   Methane,   and   Nitrous 
Oxide:   A   Significant   Revision   of   the   Methane   Radiative   Forcing.”   Geophysical   Research   Letters 
(2016):    http://tinyurl.com/gl4tvuk  
35   Allen   et   al.,   “New   use   of   global   warming   potentials   to   compare   cumulative   and   short-lived   climate 
pollutants”,   Nature   Climate   Change   6,   773–776   (2016):    http://tinyurl.com/hxeymgy  
36   Indeed,   it   seems   inescapable   that   this   must   now   happen   extraordinarily   quickly:   within   something 
of   the   order   of   only   20   years   if   Ireland   is   sincerely   committed   to   limiting   its   claim   on   the   rapidly 
dwindling   global   cumulative   budget   for   “well   below”   +2C   on   a   basis   that   makes   even   the   most 
minimal   acknowledgement   of   equity   or   climate   justice.   See:   Anderson   and   Bows,   “Beyond   ‘Dangerous’ 
Climate   Change:   Emission   Scenarios   for   a   New   World”,   Philosophical   Transactions      of   the   Royal 
Society   A,   369   (1934)   pp.   20–44   (2011):    http://tinyurl.com/jnjl9pj  
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to   obscure   or   mask   this   critical   distinction   and   consequently   impair   proper   judgement   of 
policy   tradeoffs.  37

While   these   considerations   are   necessarily   technical   in   nature   we   suggest   that,   given   the 
distinctive   role   of   agriculture   and   food   production   in   the   Irish   economy   and   wider   society,   it 
is   uniquely   important   for   Ireland   to   reflect   very   carefully   on   these   issues;   and   ensure   that,   in 
formulating   a   fully   integrated   national   mitigation   objective   (inclusive   of   action   on   all   relevant 
pollutants),   the   aggregation   methodology   is   framed   in   a   way   that   is   scientifically   robust,   yet 
can   also   reflect   an    appropriate    approach   to   mitigation   effort   in   the   agriculture   sector   which 
still   properly   balances   other   important   societal   goals,   specifically   including   national   food   and 
energy   security,   and   rural   economic   development. 

Of   course,   this   is   not   to   downplay   in   any   way   the   requirement   for   genuinely   radical 
mitigation    effort    in   agriculture   (as   in   every   other   sector   of   Irish   society) :   in   particular,   we 38

suggest   that   the   agriculture   policy   focus   must   change   fundamentally,   moving   away   from 
maximising   output   of   particular   “incumbent”,   but   intrinsically   emissions-intensive,   food   types 
(primarily   ruminant   products),   and   instead   taking   measures   to   maximize    nutritional    (and/or 
bioenergy )   outputs   for   given   constraints   on   emissions   levels.  ,  39 40

9.   The   Treatment   of   CO 2    “sinks” 

The   Irish   NPP   makes   specific   reference   to   the   treatment   of   CO 2    sinks   (and   associated 
stocks),   including   forestry   in   particular,   suggesting   that   such   flows   should   be   treated   as   a 
direct   “offset”   against   other,   non-CO 2    forcings,   particularly   N 2 O   and   CH 4    from   agriculture 
(implicitly   still   using   the   outdated   UNFCCC   GWP-100   coefficients).  

There   are   at   least   three   serious   difficulties   with   this   approach. 

Firstly,   there   is   deep   scientific   uncertainty   regarding   the   long   term   (even   century   scale) 
stability   of   all   terrestrial   CO 2    sinks   and   carbon   stocks   (soil   carbon   and   forestry),   particularly 
in   the   context   of   an   already   destabilised   climate   system   which   will   inevitably   generate 
additional   stresses   on   such   stocks  ,   .   This   suggests   that   while   the   national   mitigation 41 42

objective   should   indeed   include   building   up   of   these   stocks   by   quantified   amounts,   it   is   not 
prudent   to   treat   this   as   an   offset   to   depletion   of   much   more   stable   geological   (fossil   fuel) 
carbon   stocks;   that   is,   it   should   not   be   regarded   as   increasing   the   available   cumulative 

37      In   particular   it   appears   to   us   that   this   may   have   been   one   factor   in   the   otherwise   arcane 
formulation   presented   in   the   NPP   of   proposing   “an   approach   to   carbon   (sic)   neutrality”   as   a   device   to 
specifically   excuse   the   Irish   agriculture   sector   from   ever   driving   actual   pollutant   source   emission   rates 
to   zero   (or   below). 
38   The   draft   agriculture   “mitigation   plan”   recently   produced   by   the   Department   of   Agriculture,   Food 
and   the   Marine   is   quite   breathtaking   for   its   chutzpah   in   actually   projecting   no   mitigation   whatsoever 
of   source   emissions   from   the   sector.   See   An   Taisce’s   response:    http://bit.ly/2joR5qZ 
39   Ripple   et   al.,   “Ruminants,   climate   change   and   climate   policy”,   Nature   Climate   Change   4,   2–5 
(2014):    http://tinyurl.com/hmuln2k  
40   Cassidy   et   al.,   “Redefining   agricultural   yields:   from   tonnes   to   people   nourished   per   hectare”, 
Environmental   Research   Letters   8,   3   (2013):    http://tinyurl.com/hxpyygy  
41   Nabuurs   et   al.,   “First   Signs   of   Carbon   Sink   Saturation   in   European   Forest   Biomass.”   Nature   Climate 
Change   3   (9).   Nature   Research:   792–96.   (2013):    http://tinyurl.com/hykwxyw  
42   Jones   et   al.   “Simulating   the   Earth   System   Response   to   Negative   Emissions.”   Environmental 
Research   Letters   11   (9):   095012.   (2016):    http://tinyurl.com/zdpr7cy  
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budget   for   release   of   fossil   carbon   (as   CO 2 ),   but   rather   as   a   separate,   precautionary, 
mitigation   measure    over   and   above    eliminating   fossil   fuel   use . 43

Secondly,   if   such   sinks   cannot   be   properly   treated   as   offsets   for   sources   of   the   same 
physical   pollutant   (CO 2 ),   it   is   even   more   problematic   to   attempt   to   treat   them   as   offsets   for 
quite   different   pollutants   (N 2 O   and   CH 4 )   having   very   different   physical   characteristics.   This 
has   already   been   discussed   in   detail   in   the   previous   section.   Note   that   the   critical   issue   here 
is   not   whether   such   “equivalence”   is   “allowed”   under   specific   UNFCCC   or   EU   “accounting 
rules”,   but   the   underlying   scientific   rationale   for   such   “equivalence”   in   terms   of   actual 
contribution   to   the   warming   trajectory   over   time.   The   physical   climate   system   unfortunately 
does   not   respect   accounting   rules    per   se :   in   reality   the   latter   must   rather   be   constrained   to 
follow   the   former.  

Finally,   even   if   there   were   a   defensible   basis   for   any   “offsetting”   at   all,   there   is   no   clearly 
articulated   rationale   for   this   to   be   already   ring-fenced   (at   the   level   of   the   national   mitigation 
objective)   to   ease   mitigation   effort   by   just   one   narrow   sector   of   Irish   society   (whether   that 
be   agriculture   or   any   other   sector).   It   is   clear   that   mitigation   at   the   speed   and   scale   now 
required   will   be   extraordinarily   demanding   on   all   sectors   and   stakeholders   in   society. 
Accordingly,   society-wide   discussions   of   the   most   appropriate   and   equitable   allocations   of 
this   mitigation   effort   are   urgently   required.   Pre-emptive   “favourable   treatment”   for   one 
sector   (with   consequently   increased   burden   on   other   sectors),   without   a   clearly   articulated 
and   evidenced   basis,   is   a   very   poor   foundation   for   good   faith   societal   engagement.  

In   summary,   we   suggest   that,   at   the   overarching   level   of   the    national    mitigation   objective 
no    sector   should   be   already   singled   out   for   separate   treatment.   Sectoral   mitigation   “effort 
sharing”   can   and   should   be   reserved   for   detailed,   ongoing,   review   and   adjustment   within   the 
NMP   process   instead. 

10.   On   the   Standing   of   the   National   Mitigation   Objective 

As   noted,   the   Council   First   Report   takes   the   NPP   (National   Policy   Position)   as    ipso   facto 
giving   an   authoritative   definition   of   the   “national   mitigation   objective”   (notwithstanding   the 
lack   of   alignment   and   coherence   between   this   and   the   other   EU   and   UNFCCC   mitigation 
policy   drivers   now   elaborated   in   detail   above). 

However,   the   standing   of   the   NPP   itself   is,   in   any   case,   very   unclear. 

It   appears   to   have   been   “adopted”   simply   by   way   of   cabinet   decision   by   one   particular 
Government   (since   superseded).   The   NPP   document   gives   no   information   on   its   own   status. 
While   it   refers   to   the   need   for   ongoing,   iterative,   development   of   national   mitigation   and 
adaptation    plans    (processes   subsequently   given   a   statutory   basis   in   the   Act),   it   offers   no 
process   for   review   or   revision   of   the   NPP   itself   or,   most   especially,   the   overarching 
mitigation   objectives   which   it   presents   (and   which   do    not    appear   in   the   Act,   despite   civil 
society   submissions   advocating   very   strongly   that    some    such   quantitative   mitigation 
objective(s)   should). 

43   Mackey   et   al.,   “Untangling   the   Confusion   around   Land   Carbon   Science   and   Climate   Change 
Mitigation   Policy.”   Nature   Climate   Change   3   (6):   552–57.   (2013):    http://tinyurl.com/zfsvjh7  
From   p.556:   “the   most   effective   form   of   climate   change   mitigation   is   to   avoid   carbon   emissions   from 
all   sources.   This   means   that   there   is   no   option   but   to   cut   fossil   fuel   emissions   deeply,   and   not   to 
continue   these   emissions   under   the   erroneous   assumption   that   they   can   be   offset   in   the   long   term   by 
the   uptake   of   CO2   in   land   systems.” 
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Given   the   profound   significance   of   the   national   mitigation   objective   for   the   transformational 
development   of   Irish   society,   extending   over   many   decades,   and   potentially   affecting   every 
aspect   of   economic   and   social   organisation   for   this   and   every   future   generation   of   Irish 
citizens,   this   seems   like   an   extraordinarily   insecure   basis   for   what   is   required   to   be   very 
consistent,   very   long   term,   highly   coherent,   multi-government,   policy   making.  

Without   presuming   to   anticipate   the   Council’s   views   on   this   issue,   we   suggest   that   it   is   one 
so   central   to   the   Council’s   ability   to   discharge   its   mission   that   any   comments   or   advice   it 
may   offer   on   the   proper   approach   to   review   and   adoption   of   the   national   mitigation 
objective   should   and   will   be   treated   with   the   utmost   seriousness   by   Government   and, 
indeed,   by   wider   society. 

In   that   context,   we   do   nonetheless   offer   our   own   concrete   perspectives: 

● In   the   light   of   the   incoherence   documented   above   between   the   mitigation   objectives 
presented   in   the   NPP   and   the   other   conflicting   objectives   voluntarily   entered   into   at 
EU   and   UNFCCC   levels   —   preeminently   the   Paris   Agreement   temperature   goals   —   we 
believe   it    is    essential   that   “the”   national   mitigation   objective   be   critically   reviewed 
and   fundamentally   re-formulated   as   a   matter   of   urgency.  

● This   re-formulation   is   critical   in   the   light   of   the   deepening   crisis   of   global   climate 
impacts,   and   Ireland’s   stated   commitment   to   making   its    just   and   equitable 
contribution   to   the   temperature   goals   of   the   Paris   Agreement.   This   contribution   must 
be   based   in   science   and,   in   particular,   explicitly   incorporate   a   very   limited   claim   on 
the   finite   remaining   global   carbon   budget.  

● Given   the   significance   of   the   national   mitigation   objective   as   providing   the 
overarching   frame   for   mitigation   policy   planning   and   implementation   spanning 
decades   and   generations   to   come,   we   suggest   that   the   very   widest   possible   societal 
engagement   with   its   (re-)formulation   is   now   crucial.   We   therefore   believe   that   this 
should   be   at   the   centre   of   the   proposed    national   climate   dialogue    and   take   first 
priority   over   all   other   issues   for   consideration   within   that   dialogue   process. 

● Given   the   need   for   the   national   mitigation   objective   to   be   pursued   consistently   across 
many   government   terms,   we   suggest   that   it   is   essential   that   it   now   be   given   a   formal 
legal   basis.   This   could   be   by   way   of   simple   amendment   of   the   existing   Act.   However, 
the   magnitude   of   the   climate   challenge,   and   the   pervasive   significance   for   long   term 
societal   development,   security   and   well-being,   suggest   strongly   that   this   should 
instead   take   the   form   of   a   new,   dedicated,    constitutional    provision;   that   is,   that   it 
could   be   deliberately   made   a   subject   for   solemn   deliberation   and   adoption   (or   not) 
by   each   and   every   citizen   in   a   national   referendum:   the   holding   of   which   would 
represent   the   culmination   of   a   first   phase   in   the   much   longer   term   national   climate 
dialogue. 

● This   specific,   relatively   narrow,   question   of   whether   or   not   the   national   mitigation 
objective   should,    in   principle ,   be   enshrined   in   the   Irish   constitution   (subject   to 
referendum   of   course)   could   very   appropriately   be   first   incorporated   into   the 
deliberations   of   the   Citizens’   Assembly   when   it   comes   to   consider   the   issue   of   “how 
the   State   can   make   Ireland   a   leader   in   tackling   climate   change”.   Clearly,   any 
intervention   or   guidance   from   the   Council   to   the   Assembly   in   this   regard   would   likely 
be   given   very   careful   and   serious   consideration.  
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11.   Conclusion 

The   Council’s   First   Report   is   a   significant   step   forward   for   critical,   independent,   climate 
policy   analysis   and   development   in   Ireland,   and   the   Council   deserve   significant   credit   for 
preparing   it   so   promptly   within   their   first   term   of   office. 

In   this   initial   response   by   An   Taisce   we   have   focussed   on   just   one   apparently   narrow 
element,   namely   the   scientific   and   equitable   formulation   of   the   long-term   National   Mitigation 
Objective.   We   assert   that   this   has   pivotal   significance   in   framing   all   prospects   for   effective 
mitigation   action   in   Ireland   in   the   years   immediately   ahead.   If   the   policy   destination   is   not 
clearly   and   unambiguously   identified,   there   can   be   little   serious   hope   of   charting   an   early 
course   toward   it.   Indeed,   there   would   be   a   significant   danger   of   investing   large   effort   and 
scarce   resources   on   well-meaning   but   ultimately   ineffective,   or   even   counter-productive, 
policy   measures. 

We   have   suggested   a   number   of   specific   actions   that   we   hope   the   Council   will   consider. 
Most   urgent   among   these   is   the   request   that   the   Council   prepare   an   early   statement   of   its 
views   of   the   coherence   and   consistency   between   the   mitigation   objectives   of   the   current 
National   Policy   Position   and   the   stated   commitment   for   Ireland   to   play   its   “fair   part”   in   the 
achievement   of   the   temperature   objectives   of   the   Paris   Agreement,   on   a   basis   of   science 
and   equity;   and   the   specific   implications   of   this   for   the   design   of   the   National   Mitigation   Plan 
process. 

In   any   case,   we   remain   open   and   dedicated   to   supporting   the   Council   in   its   work,   consistent 
with   our   own   essential   climate   change   mission.   We   look   forward   to   interacting   further   with 
the   Council   in   the   future. 
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Appendix:   List   of   Abbreviations 

● AR5:   Fifth   Assessment   Report   of   the   IPCC 
● ESD/ESR:   Effort   Sharing   Decision/Regulation   (EU) 
● ETS:   Emissions   Trading   System   (EU) 
● GWP,   GWP-100:   Global   Warming   Potential,   100   year   time   horizon 
● IAM:   Integrated   Assessment   Model   (integrating   models   of   physical   climate   and 

economic   system   dynamics) 
● IPCC:   Intergovernmental   Panel   on   Climate   Change 
● NAF:   National   Adaptation   Framework 
● NDC:   Nationally   Determined   Contribution   (submissions   by   Parties   to   the   UNFCCC 

under   the   terms   of   the   Paris   Agreement) 
● NMP:   National   Mitigation   Plan 
● NPP:   (Irish)   Climate   Action   and   Low-Carbon   Development   National   Policy   Position 
● UNFCCC:   UN   Framework   Convention   on   Climate   Change 

Greenhouse   gases: 

● CO 2 :   Carbon   Dioxide 

● CH 4 :   Methane 

● N 2 O:   Nitrous   Oxide 
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