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1 GDP CPI
Table 1 GDP growth rate and CPI in different years

2012 - 2013 | 2014 - 2015 | 2016 - 2017 | 2018 — 2020

GDP (%) 7.5 7 6.5 6
CPI 102 102 101 101
AIM
( AEEI)
50% ( ) 2020
2 . « 2.
2
Table 2 Annual increase rate of energy efficiency in different sectors
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Table 3 Carbon emission and energy consumption in different scenarios in 2020
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2005 (%) /Gtce (%) (%)
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Table 4 CO, reduction contribution of major industries and households in different scenarios
(%)
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
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Table 5 Output change rate in different scenarios compared

to baseline in 2020 ( %)

(%)
TS cs CTS
~11.74| -9.20 | -12.52
0.43 0.71 0.68
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Carbon tax cap-and-trade or mixed policy: Which is better for carbon miti—
gation?
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Abstract: This paper developed a China energy-economic-environmental policy model based on a dynamic
CGE model designed a carbon tax scenario a cap-and-trade scenario and a policy mix scenario and simula—
ted the economic and mitigation effects under different scenarios. The results show that only carbon tax policy
cannot realize the 2020 mitigation target. Only cap-and-trade will cause high mitigation costs and tremendous
mitigation pressure to regulated sectors. Combination of cap-and-trade with a low carbon tax can realize the
2020 mitigation target with modest mitigation costs and mitigation pressures for regulated sectors. Meanwhile
the dispersed emitter will also bear mitigation commitments at a certain extent. The results of this paper sug—
gest a mixed policy combining cap-and-trade with a low carbon tax as the first choice for carbon mitigation pol—
icy in China.

Key words: carbon mitigation policy; carbon tax; cap-and-trade; mixed policy of carbon tax and cap-and-

trade; dynamic CGE model; China energy-economic-environmental policy model



