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Background Lessons

MISSISSAUGA

History Integrated Approach Principled Agreements Specificity & Disaggregation

* International Environmental regime began at the 1972

: 1 * |EAs must closely engage and involve: * |[EAs must be rooted in principles of » Target specific compounds and sectors
. ?:tfr(;::a;n;gzz;i:j;gg éC'ée()aOtI?nr]c:rfng]cieog;\II EEZ)Vironmental * Industry> environmental law such as: rather than an entire issue at once'®
L 5 * Public® *  Precautionary Principle® * A main application was the Montreal

Agreements (IEAs) are in existence  Scientific Experts’ » Act before certainty if risks are high Protocol’s use of the “Start and

Problem * International community’ « Common but differentiated responsibilities” Strengthen” approach
* The Montreal Protocol’s success was * Encourage engagement through targeted » E.g., The Montreal Protocol began by

*  GHG concentration now exceeds 420ppm (safe operating level largely tied to its intentional engagement financial and technological supports® targeting a 50% “phasedown” rather

is 350ppm)3 with industry and the public® than an immediate “phaseout” of
» Current NDCs lead to a projected 2.7°C warming by 20503 targeted ODS™

Research Question/Objectives Recommendations for Future Agreements

Research Question These three key lessons were contrasted against the structure and performance of the 2015 Paris Agreement, which led to two
What f res and/or conditions of an |[EA recommendations that were not implemented in the Paris Agreement and should be considered for future climate agreements
at features and/or conditions of a make one agreement P 9 9
ffecti ? : : :
more. © ec.:tlve than another D|Saggregat|0n Progress Over Perfection
ObJeCtIVGS +  The climate issue should be separated into specific GHGs and sectors |*  |EAs do not need to originate in their desired end-state™
1. Summarize available policy design options to make solutions more manageable and develop trust for future, * A PUSCRUIMICIRIY, Sl and strengthen approach ehables the
2. Survey and synthesize indicators of effective IEAs more ambitious agreements? necessary institutions to be cregted while also building trust and
3. Categorize the key design features and effectiveness *  Rather than targeting the most challenging and prominent GHG Supportla.]mongst industry, pu,ﬁl'c’ agd 9gvemmen; St?';]ehddersw
. (CO,), future emission-specific protocols should first focus on *  Future climate agreements will need to be enacted without 100%
ndicators of the UNFCCC an;:l the Montreal Protocol comzpounds such as meﬁwane, kFJ)Iack carbon, and soot'3 14 scientific certainty to have any hope of abating the dire
4. Report on the lessons drawn from the two |[EAs environmental consequences approaching’

Viethodology - Analysis
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