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Cover note – key design choices for an adaptation 
framework 
 

To: Climate Change Chief Executives Board 

CC: Climate Directors 

From: Ministry for the Environment 

Date: 7 June 2024 

 
 

1. Attached is MfE’s draft advice to Minister Watts proposed to be sent on 13 June (BRF-

4842). This advice outlines early thinking and design choices for the adaptation 

framework. It seeks the Minister’s feedback on: 

a. time horizons for the transition; 

b. design choices to inform the adaptation framework; and 

c. potential components of a high-level system design. 

2. The adaptation framework will be the first step in the transition to a desired future state 

where an adaptation system is in place and fully operational. The policy and political 

choices made now will set the transition down a particular path. Decisions on choices will 

require broad consensus, not just across political parties, but also amongst officials and 

Ministers. 

3. We are seeking your input through this discussion on:  

a. the framing of these key design choices, and 

b. their relative priority.  

4. These questions are outlined in BRF-4842 (Appendix 1, see pages 9-11). 

5. There are different options for what a high-level system could look like. We are seeking 

your feedback on the key choices to guide eventual decisions, trade-offs, and 

compromises that will be required to progress this work.  

6. MfE consulted key agencies when developing this draft advice and continues to work 

with them to develop the Adaptation Framework. 

7. Feedback from the Board can be reflected when discussed with the Minister of Climate 

Change during a deep dive session with MfE officials on 17 June. 
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Appendix 1: BRF-4842 Initial thinking and key design 

choices for an adaptation framework 
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Memo: Update on ERP sufficiency modelling   

To: Climate Change Chief Executives Board 

From: Ministry for the Environment 

Date: 13 June 2024 

Purpose  

• We are providing Climate Change Chief Executives with a summary of latest ENZ 
projections and outlining implications for ERP2 and ETS settings. 

Delivering ERP2 in time 

• The final ERP2 needs to be published by the end of the year. To do so, public 
consultation needs to begin by the middle of August 2024. 

• There is a shrinking window to get a discussion document through Cabinet before 
the Parliament recess in July. Ministers need to take decisions at CBC committee 
on the 1st of July and Cabinet on the 8th of July.  

• As there is no scope for slippage in timeframes to consult, Ministerial concerns 
should either be resolved before CBC or agreed to be worked out later as part of 
the final ERP2.  

Latest ENZ projections 

• Officials have undertaken three additional pieces of analysis to support Ministerial 
decision making on ERP2: 

o A revised ‘baseline’ projection, using the latest ENZ modelling. This baseline 
excludes the impact of policies proposed for ERP2. 

o Estimate of the impact of new policies being developed for ERP2. 

o A summary of the likely impact of the ETS at different auction volumes.  

• The attached slide deck provides the results of this modelling. MfE intends to 
provide an abridged version to CPMG Ministers.  

• We have estimated the potential impact of new policies proposed in ERP2, such 
as Electrify NZ, EV Chargers, and agricultural pricing. This has shown that that 
enabling policies within ERP2 could contribute: 

o 4 Mt during EB2 (approximately 1.2% of the emission budget) 

o 15 Mt during EB3 (approximately 6.2% of the emission budget).  

• The modelling of ERP2 policies is preliminary. These will be refined before the 
final ERP2 so are likely to change before the end of the year.  
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• Based on assumptions as of 12 June 2024, our latest projections indicate:  

o EB1 – our baseline emissions are between a range of 278-286 Mt with a 
central scenario of 282 Mt that is better than the budget of 290 Mt. 

o EB2 – our baseline emissions are between a range of 287-323 Mt with a 
central scenario of 305 Mt that is the same as the budget of 305 Mt. With the 
inclusion of key enabling ERP2 policies, the central scenario drops to 301 Mt. 

o 2030 methane target – emissions are between a range of 6-16% reduction 
from 2017 with a central scenario of 11% reduction that is slightly better than 
the target of 10%. 

• To support Ministers to understand the possible impact of ETS settings decisions 
on sufficiency (via differing ETS prices), we have also modelled the impact of 
different ETS volume settings and price pathways they may generate. This is 
presented for illustrative purposes only, and these are not necessarily the options 
that Ministers will be asked to consider in ETS settings decisions due in August, 
which will reflect feedback received during consultation and the most up to date 
information available. Overall, ETS settings scenarios have a material impact on 
the delivery of EB2. 

Implications for ERP2  

• The CCRA requires the Minister of Climate Change to prepare an ERP that is 
sufficient for meeting the relevant emissions budget.  

 
 

 
 

• Based on the information we have at hand at present, our overall judgement is 
that the Discussion Document provides a sufficient basis for consulting on, and 
confirming, a final ERP2 which will meet the legal requirements of the Act in 
December. 

• There is not much time to get a discussion document for ERP2 through Cabinet 
before the Parliament recess in July. Getting decisions to consult before July 
recess is vital to deliver the final plan by December. 

Implications for ETS Settings   

• Cabinet will take decisions on ETS settings in August. Settings must accord with 
emissions targets and budgets, but the ETS cannot guarantee an emissions 
outcome within a given time period due to the ability to bank NZUs for use at any 
time.  

• Ministers will need to make judgements about how to manage this uncertainty to 
sufficiency. Advice on settings will help Ministers to understand their options and 
form a view on how to manage risk and uncertainty in the context of ETS 
settings. These decisions are therefore critical in informing the sufficiency of the 
final ERP2. 
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Managing the sufficiency risk ahead of ERP2 

s 9(2)(f)(iv)
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Key points

Ministers need to be confident in the policies they will take to the public on ERP2

• Interim projections indicate New Zealand’s emissions can stay within the first and second emissions budget (EB1) and (EB2) but are not 
currently forecast to be within the third emissions budget (EB3).  

• The central estimate of expected emissions in EB2, excluding new policies, is 305 Mt, which is the limit for EB2. There is an uncertainty 
range for this estimate of + or – 18 Mt. 

• New policies proposed for ERP2 suggest that they could contribute 4 Mt of reductions towards EB2 and 15 Mt towards EB3.

• The impact of new policies on the central estimate in EB2 is 301 Mt, with an uncertainty range of + or – 18 Mt.

• The modelling of new ERP2 policies is preliminary. We expect the estimates to move around as the modelling is improved.   

• Ministers need to consult on ERP2 before taking final decisions in December 2024. To do this, Cabinet will need to agree to consult on 
the discussion document for ERP2 before July recess. There is not much time. 

• Meeting emissions budgets will be tight. Projections are uncertain and can change based on external factors (eg dry/wet years, 
commodity prices), improvements in measuring emissions, and successful implementation of policies. Managing a tight margin where 
changes occur frequently requires risk management. 

• Ministers have choices to manage uncertainty in a price-led strategy including:

a) Decisions on the ETS settings as the Government’s key lever, now and over time

b) Direction that officials develop policies, through public consultation and beyond, to give Ministers other complementary policy options.
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The Government’s approach to ERP2

• Reducing net greenhouse gas emissions is one of nine public sector targets recently announced by the Prime Minister (Target 
9). This target is:

• On track to meet New Zealand’s 2050 net zero climate change targets with total net emissions of no more than 290 Mt CO2e from 2022 to 
2025 and 305 Mt CO2e from 2026 to 2030.  

• The Government needs to deliver New Zealand’s second emissions reduction plan (ERP2) by the end of the year, which will be 
its plan to meet EB2 and Target 9.

• We understand that Ministers’ preferred approach to meet EB2 and Target 9 is to rely heavily on the New Zealand Emissions 
Trading Scheme (ETS) to reduce net emissions at least cost.  

• Alongside the ETS, enabling policies have been proposed for ERP2 to address market barriers.  

• Methane emissions in the agricultural and waste sectors are not covered by the ETS. We understand Ministers intend to 
prioritize a technology-led approach, like supporting research & development, to reduce emissions in these sectors. 

A market-led approach is preferred for ERP2  
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How we are tracking towards EB2

• Interim projections have been developed to provide greater clarity on the sufficiency of ERP2.

• They show we can stay within the first and second emissions budgets.

• For EB1, net emissions are projected to between a range of 278-286 Mt with a central scenario of 282 Mt. This is 8 Mt below
the budget of 290 Mt.

• Any over-achievement of EB1 can be ‘banked’ for use in EB2, if the Minister of Climate Change decides, after the emissions
budget period has finished and the Minister has considered the Climate Change Commission’s “true-up” report on EB1 and
accompanying advice.

• For EB2, net emissions are projected to between a range of 287-323 Mt with a central scenario equal to the budget of 305 Mt.

• When we include the impact of ERP2 policy proposals, net emissions are projected to between a range of 283-319 Mt with a
central estimate of 301 Mt. This is 4 Mt below EB2 limit of 305 Mt.

• Our modelling is ongoing, but the interim projections indicate biogenic methane emissions below the 2030 target of 10 per
cent reduction below 2017 levels.
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Interim sector projections for EB2 

• The above graph shows projected reductions in emissions by sector through to the five-year second 
emissions budget period.

• The projected reductions are compared to a baseline of average net emissions over the period 2018-
2022.  
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Interim sector projections + ERP2 policies for 
EB2 
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The impact of key ERP2 policies

The Government’s new policies for ERP2 contribute up to 4Mt for EB2 and 15Mt 
for EB3 

• We have modelled the impact of key policies proposed by Ministers for ERP2 (Appendix 3) to understand how much they can 
increase the confidence in meeting EB2. The estimates should be considered preliminary and likely to change as our modelling 
improves.

• Our modelling suggests that the Government’s new policies proposed for ERP2 could contribute 3.8 Mt of reductions towards 
EB2. The following slide shows the estimated abatement from different ERP2 policy proposals.

• The proposals for ERP2 are likely to have a greater impact on emissions over the longer term and contribute to future 
emissions budgets. Our modelling suggests that your ERP2 policies could reduce net emissions by 14.8 Mt for the third 
emissions budget (2030-2035). 
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Ministers have options to manage the ongoing 
sufficiency challenge for ERP2

• In a market-led approach, the key risk management tool available to Ministers is decisions on ETS settings which occur annually. 

• Decisions on ETS unit supply and price control settings, due in August this year, are an important lever in ensuring the sufficiency of ERP2. ETS 
settings must accord with emissions targets and budgets.

• The ETS cannot guarantee an emissions outcome within a given period due to the ability to bank NZUs for use at any time.  Ministers will need to 
make judgements about how to manage the uncertainty this creates. These decisions are therefore critical in informing the sufficiency of the 
final ERP2. 

• Alongside ETS settings decisions, Ministers have three other options to manage the risk of meeting EB2, which can be considered as part of the 
final ERP2. These options are not mutually exclusive.

Option Description Pros/cons

Continue as present This is a risk-based approach requiring  regular monitoring and 
reporting on progress to meet EB2. A contingency  plan for 
addressing any significant shortfall against EB2 would be 
needed as part of this approach.

• May be able to meet small sufficiency gap without changes to 
your preferred approach 

• May not be able to meet large sufficiency gap, without significant 
disruption to sectors or economy, if emissions change   
substantially.

Develop policies to reduce emissions in non-
ETS covered sectors 

This option would seek  abatement  outside of the ETS by 
considering options to deliver additional emissions reductions 
in the agricultural sector.

• Targets net reductions unlikely to be driven by the ETS
• Limited  technological options available to reduce emissions in 

EB2.
• If policies not well designed, may not reduce emissions at levels 

required, result in a loss of production and cause a degree of 
leakage

Develop complementary policies to reduce 
emissions in ETS covered sectors

This option would seek additional  abatement in ETS covered 
sectors by considering options that might deliver abatement 
earlier than expected in the ETS and at a higher cost.

• These policies can improve the uncertainty of meeting an 
emissions budget

• These policies are unlikely to align with the Government’s overall 
approach that seeks to achieve emissions budgets through least 
cost abatement. 14 of 22
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Relationship between ERP2 sufficiency, 
and ETS settings decisions

• The legal adequacy of ERP2 is governed by "sufficiency", and of ETS settings by "accordance tests“. Both are subject to judicial 
review, and we anticipate that in both cases there is a high risk of litigation against Government decisions.

• The Minister of Climate Change must form evidence-based views on the likelihood of a given package of ERP measures (sufficiency) 
or ETS settings (accordance) to achieve a specified budget or target. These are the second emissions budget in the case of ERP2, 
and all extant emissions budgets, NDCs, and the 2050 target in the case of ETS settings. 

• In a market-led approach, how you determine accordance for ETS settings will have a large impact on sufficiency of ERP2

• This ERP2 projections has used an assumed ETS price pathway that officials across agencies agree is consistent with current 
settings. This can support your decision to commence consultation on ERP2, but is not intended as the final position on either the 
accordance of a given combination of ETS settings or the sufficiency of the final ERP2.

• The actual ETS price faced by emitters, and therefore emissions reduction outcomes, will depend on ETS supply/demand dynamics. 
Your main opportunity to influence this is via ETS settings decisions, due in August.

• Different combinations of these ETS settings will involve greater or lesser certainty about accordance, and therefore varying 
degrees of risk. Your decisions on ETS settings are therefore critical in informing the sufficiency of the final ERP2.
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Relationship between ETS and non-ETS 
sectors

Agriculture is on track to meet the 2030 target; however, if this changes it may 
require more abatement from ETS covered sectors to meet EB2

• Currently agriculture is on track to meet the 2030 target. However, if this changes a greater net reduction may be required by the 
ETS to address any under-achievement. This may require tighter settings in the ETS.

• Alternatively, the Government could consider using non-ETS policies to make greater short-term reductions in agricultural 
emissions. 

• The effort between ETS and non-ETS sectors is being considered through the ETS settings consultation. No decisions have been 
made on this yet.  
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Appendix 1. Modelling approach

• The December 2023 projections added up numbers generated by individual agency’s models. However, the 
timeframes involved in running these has not allowed their use for consultation.

• An alternative model has been developed and used specifically for ERP2. This is the ENZ model developed 
by Concept Consulting and previously used by Boston Consulting Group for its Future is Electric work, the 
Climate Change Commission demonstration path, and the gas industry understanding the impacts of supply 
limits.

• ENZ is a multi-sector model that has details on economic activity driving emissions across all sectors and 
that can be used to examine the emission impacts of policies, prices or activity scenarios (eg firm closures).

• ENZ produces results that are different from agency projections, but they are regarded as credible and 
within the range of expected outcomes.

• The ETS market model simulates the price response to changes in NZU supply given a starting level of 
market demand and estimates of the price responsiveness of emissions and forestry removals. It estimates 
the price outcome of a change to auction supply, including the expected response of the NZU stockpile 
under different conditions.
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Appendix 2: Taking a market led approach 
to meet EB2 

• The ability of the ETS to influence emissions outcomes depends on the overall supply of units, including those held in the ETS 
stockpile (~4 years worth of demand). Banked units can be supplied to the market at any point, which can allow for excess 
emissions to occur. Given this, the ETS doesn't guarantee an emissions outcome for an emissions budget.

• To be more confident of achieving EB2 through a market led approach, Ministers could (a) reduce the volume of units available in 
the ETS by (b) auctioning significantly fewer units over EB2 to (c) reduce the risk posed by the stockpile. Auctioning fewer units will 
place upward pressure on carbon prices.

• However, we cannot guarantee auctioning fewer units will raise carbon prices to the levels used in the modelling to meet EB2. It 
could simply draw more units out of the stockpile, and we note that forward prices are currently lower than those modelled.

• We have modelled the impact of relying on the ETS and taking a market led approach on emissions for EB2 - the analysis is based 
on three ETS price scenarios that reflect plausible price pathways for different volumes of auctioned units. These scenarios will be 
further refined as part of advice on ETS unit settings.  

• See Appendix 1 for more information on the ETS market modelling and Appendix 3 on the ETS price scenarios.

Scenario 1: low price pathway Scenario 2: mid-price pathway Scenario 3: high price pathway

The Government auctions units over the 
next five years as currently set in 
regulation, accepting higher risk from 
the ETS stockpile, with relatively 
subdued prices ($82 in 2030).

The Government significantly reduces 
auction volumes to manage the risk 
posed by the ETS stockpile, increasing 
upwards pressure on prices ($105 in 
2030).

The Government reduces auction 
volumes even further to offset higher 
non-ETS sector emissions, creating even 
greater upwards pressure on carbon 
prices ($117 in 2030). 20 of 22
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Target 9 governance, sign-off, and content 

Governance 

10. As the lead agency for climate change and the responsible body for reporting on climate change,

the Ministry for the Environment (MfE) and the Climate IEB Unit will draft the quarterly

Government Target 9 reports, for approval by the Board.

11. The Climate IEB Unit will draw upon data collected and compiled by MfE, and from key

agencies and Stats NZ. The data will cover progress, issues and risks to the delivery of

Target 9, and the Unit will work with MfE on quality assurance of data in the report.

Sign-off 

12. The Lead Minister who will approve the Target 9 report is the Minister of Climate Change (the

Minister). The Board will be responsible for the delivery of the report to the Minister. We

anticipate this report will also be shared with the Climate Priorities Ministerial Group (CPMG).

13. DPMC will compile a Consolidated Target Quarterly Report (containing all nine Government

Target reports), for submission to the Strategy Committee and Cabinet. Post-Cabinet, DPMC

will publish the final report.

Content of the Target 9 report 

14. DPMC has provided reporting guidance to agencies, with the Target 9 Report to consist of 2 x

A3 pages:

• First A3 page: highlights performance of the target relative to the estimated trajectory and

outlines progress on key timelines. It includes a ‘RAG’ traffic light assessment on current

performance, performance trajectory, issues and risks, change vs. last quarter,

performance insights, initiative(s) progress, and next steps.

• Second A3 page: tells the story of overall performance using data on selected supporting

indicators. This provides target breakdowns, leading indicators, commentary and system

indicators.

15. The Climate IEB Unit will complete the Target 9 reporting templates, and with MfE will lead

discussions with DPMC and Minister on any deviations needed due to limited data availability

(for example the template asks for demographic splits of data, which is not possible currently in

the case of emissions data). Annual projections will feature in Target 9 reporting, along with

interim projections (utilising the ENZ model).

Integration with the Quarterly Progress Updates for CPMG 

The Board already produces quarterly progress updates to Climate Ministers, and the data 

and content from these will be utilised for Target 9 reports 

16. The Board provides quarterly progress updates to CPMG, which consist of:

• Section 1: an update on the Government’s stated climate priorities for adaptation and

mitigation
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• Section 2: how we are tracking towards our climate change mitigation targets and budgets, 

using either official projections or interim projections, and sector updates 

• Section 3 (in every second quarterly report): implementation of the actions in the first 

emissions reduction plan (ERP1) and national adaptation plan (NAP1) 

17. Given the synergies in reporting content, we propose to adjust Section 2 of the Board’s 

quarterly progress updates, to align with DPMC Target 9 reporting requirements. This will 

reduce duplication (and requests to agencies) and streamline the governance and sign-out 

process. 

Timing 

18. The initial Target 9 report is due to be signed by the Minister on 17 July, which falls between the 

Board’s ‘usual’ May and September quarterly progress updates to CPMG. The first Target 9 

report will therefore need to be prepared by the Climate IEB as a stand-alone report (drawing 

predominantly from the same data sources as Section 2 of the Board’s May Quarterly Report). 

19. From September 2024 onwards, Target 9 reporting will be included in the Board’s Quarterly 

Progress updates.   

Approach to responding to the Climate Change Commission’s reports 

on ERP1 and NAP1 

20. The September Quarterly Progress Update will also be a key input into the Government’s 

Response to both the Climate Change Commission’s ERP1 and NAP1 Monitoring Reports, 

required under the Climate Change Response Act to be tabled by the Minister in Parliament in 

October 2024, and February 2025 respectively.  

21. We have tested our proposed approach to these responses with agencies taking into account 

resource pressures and the following approach is recommended: 

• ERP1 progress report response: The September Quarterly Progress Report on ERP1 
implementation will be the basis for the response, with a short covering narrative responding 
to specific findings and noting any plan adjustments.  

• NAP1 progress report response: NAP reports are produced less frequently (every two years). 
There is an opportunity through this response for the government to publicly set their 
strategic direction and wider Government priorities for adaptation, and to better align NAP1 
actions with these priorities for the remaining four years of NAP1 implementation (the next 
NAP being due in 2028). The CCC response will be informed by a NAP1 updated table of 
actions and the September Quarterly Progress Report.  
 

• Climate agencies will shortly receive a request from the Climate IEB Unit to provide their 

input for the September Quarterly Progress Update (this is through updating a tracker of 

remaining actions in ERP1 and NAP1) so that the two responses to the Commission’s 

reports can be developed. 
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Recommendations 

22. We recommend that you: 

a. Note the Climate Change Chief Executives Board will be the governance body 
responsible for delivering quarterly Government Target 9 reports, with the Climate 
IEB Unit and MfE to work with agencies to draft the reports. 

b. Note that the first reporting period has started, and the Target 9 report is due with 
the Minister of Climate Change on 11 July, for sign-out by 17 July.  

c. Note that because of the timing for the first Target 9 report, it will be prepared by the 
Climate IEB Unit as a stand-alone report drawing on data from, and socialised and 
checked with MfE, agencies, and Stats NZ. 

d. Note that given the synergies in reporting content, the Board’s future quarterly progress 
update reports to CPMG will be adjusted to align with DPMC Target 9 reporting 
requirements and timing, commencing with the September 2024 Quarterly Progress 
Update to CPMG.  

e. Note that the information provided by agencies for the Board’s September Quarterly 
Report will also be used to support two responses to the Climate Change 
Commission’s reports on ERP1 and NAP1 (due in October and February 
respectively). 
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Climate Change Chief Executives Board - actions register
Paper 6.2

Action # Meeting Date Discussion item Minutes Action Responsible Status

08-5 17/08/2023 Draft six-monthly ERP and 

NAP progress report

The Board noted that a one-page diagram to show how the 

Board’s role fits alongside other government architecture for 

resilience, response and recovery work would be useful

IEB Unit to coordinate an outline showing 

how the Board's role fits alongisde other 

government architecture for resilience, 

response, and recovery work

IEB Unit Open

24-2 7/02/2024 Supporting climate 

Ministers in the new 

government

The Board noted that a discussion on Board accountability for 

delivery of any overarching emissions target and focus of 

progress reporting will be added to the forward agenda

Item to be added to the Board’s forward 

agenda for a discussion on Board 

accountability for delivery of measurable 

targets and progress reporting

IEB Unit Open

24-6 28/02/2024 Board's role and focus for 

2024

The Board noted the proposed objectives and functions that 

the Board needs to deliver in 2024 and provided feedback on 

the proposed areas; agreed that decision-making needs to be 

streamlined between the Board, Climate Deputy Chief 

Executives Group, and Interagency Climate Directors Group to 

ensure that decisions are made by the most appropriate group

Decision-making is to be streamlined 

between the Board, DCEs, and Directors to 

avoid decisions being cascaded

IEB Unit Completed - roles 

and responsibilities 

paper shared with 

interagency 

Directors; seeking 

to use Directors to 

frame up key 

questions for DCEs 

and Board

24-8 3/04/2024 Context sharing / CPMG 

debrief

The Board delegated to Climate DCEs to drive and oversee the 

work to deliver the mid-year NDC Cabinet paper and agree to 

prioritise resources to support delivery within the required 

timeframes.

Climate DCEs to drive and oversee mid-year 

NDC Cabinet paper and agree to prioritise 

resources to support delivery within the 

required timeframes. I think put "Dormant - 

paper did not proceed on original 

timeframes"

IEB Unit / MfE 

(with agencies)

Ongoing - action 

closed

24-9 3/04/2024 External engagement - 

RBNZ

The Board noted that the Climate IEB Unit will arrange further 

engagement with the Reserve Bank of New Zealand

Climate IEB Unit to arrange further 

engagement with RBNZ at a later date - 

suggest annual

IEB Unit Added to forward 

agenda - action 

closed
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Action # Meeting Date Discussion item Minutes Action Responsible Status

24-10 3/04/2024 External engagement - 

CBAG

The Board noted that the Climate IEB Unit will arrange further 

engagement with the Climate Business Advisory Group 

following finalisation of the Sapere report

Climate IEB Unit to arrange further 

engagement with the CBAG following 

finalisation of the Sapere report

IEB Unit Sapere report to be 

circulated to 

Board, then action 

complete

24-11 10/05/2024 Review and positioning of 

material for CPMG

MfE to discuss with the Minister the 

international reference in the Cabinet paper, 

economic opportunities, and positioning of 

ETS

MfE Completed - action 

closed

24-12 10/05/2024 Review and positioning of 

material for CPMG

The Board noted the draft CPMG papers and provided 

feedback on the interim projections and associated risks, 

including that legal obligations and risk elements should be 

clearly outlined

Legal obligations and risk elements to be 

clearly outlined in the sufficiency advice to 

Ministers, with numbers to be included in 

interim projections

MfE / IEB Unit Completed - action 

closed

24-13 10/05/2024 Review and positioning of 

material for CPMG

The Board agreed that quality assurance of modelling 

(potentially including peer review/independent modelling for 

which cost may need to be put to Ministers) should be 

undertaken to show credibility of the approach used

Peer review of the modelling to be arranged 

with a contracted party

MfE / IEB Unit Open
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