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Non-technical summary

To meet its emissions reduction commitment under the Kyoto Protocol, the EU plans
to implement an emissions trading system within the European Community which
covers large installations of energy-intensive industries. An important element of the
Directive left open to Member States is the grandfathering mechanism of allowances
across industries (installations). Several metrics have been proposed for the alloca-
tion of allowances across production facilities, most notably output-based approaches
or emission-based approaches. However, dynamic grandfathering schemes which take
production or emission levels as a basis for allocation can lead to strategic behavior of
firms with adverse implications for overall economic efficiency. With respect to policy
guidance, a key challenge from an economic point of view is to identify allocation rules

that minimize efficiency losses.

In this paper, we study first- and second-best allocation rules for dynamic grandfather-

ing schemes with concretions to an open or a closed emissions trading system:

e For (small) open trading systems where allowance prices are exogenous, first-best
second-period grandfathering schemes must not depend on firm-specific decisions
in the initial period. Second-best schemes are based on a weighted combination of
first-period output and emission levels. They correspond to a Ramsey-type rule
of optimal tax differentiation: The more inelastic output (emissions), the larger
should be the weight to output (emissions). This highlights the importance of

firms’ (sectors’) characteristics when designing a grandfathering scheme.

e If the emissions trading system is closed, first- and second-best rules coincide. To
preserve efficiency, grandfathering must not depend on previous output levels.
Optimal grandfathering schemes consist of an assignment proportional to the
emissions in the first period plus a term which does not depend on firm-specific
decisions in either of the two periods. The proportionality factor must not differ

between firms (sectors).
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1 Introduction

To meet its emissions reduction commitment under the Kyoto Protocol, the EU plans
to implement a emissions trading system within the European Community (EU 2001)
which covers large installations of energy-intensive industries. It is envisaged to link
the trading scheme with other (non-EU-)schemes and project-based mechanisms like
Joint Implementation (JI) and Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) under the Kyoto
Protocol (UNFCCC 1997). The proposed scheme consists of several temporal stages:
a first phase from 2005 until 2007, a second one from 2008 until 2012, coinciding
with the launch of the Kyoto Protocol, and subsequent five-year-periods covering Post-
Kyoto commitment periods. Member States will allocate emission allowances for free
(grandfathering) until 2008 and can auction 10 per cent of the allowances in the second

phase.

An important element of the Directive left open to Member States is the grandfathering
mechanism of allowances across industries (installations). Several metrics have been
proposed (Harrison and Radov 2002) for the allocation of allowances across production
facilities, most notably output-based approaches (e.g. kilowatt-hours of electricity
production) or emission-based approaches (e.g. tons of COy emissions). With respect
to policy guidance, a key challenge from an economic point of view is to identify

allocation rules that preserve overall economic efficiency.

Grandfathering schemes lead to efficiency losses if firms can increase their grandfa-
thered amount by choosing higher production or emission levels.! As a consequence,
the literature has stressed the importance of static grandfathering schemes which are
only based upon historical information. Abstracting from income and terms-of-trade-
effects, the different metrics then simply have varying distributional impacts but leave
production plans of firms unaffected. Grandfathering boils down to non-distortionary

lump-sum transfers of allowances (Laan and Nentjes 2001; Woerdman 2001).

However, grandfathering schemes which take historical emissions as a basis for alloca-

tion within continuous planning cannot completely circumvent the problem of distor-

'For example, initial allocation can be based on past emissions or on standards from a previous
command-and-control system. Within the European emissions trading scheme, Germany discusses to
use (relative) emissions in 1990 as a basis for grandfathering, in order to not reward firms for “early

actions”.



tions: Upcoming firms’ decisions will determine the emission levels that are “historical”
in subsequent periods. For example, grandfathering in 2013-2017 might be based upon
activities in 2008-2012. Dynamic grandfathering schemes that employ updated infor-
mation along the time-path in general lead to strategic behavior of firms and, hence,

also affect economic efficiency.

Dynamic incentives of grandfathering are studied by Laplante et al. (1997). They
show that for specific grandfathering schemes strategic behavior of oligopolistic firms
during the transition from a command-and-control regime to emissions trading does
not necessarily imply welfare losses. In their setting, the aggregate emissions level is

endogeneous.

The focus of our paper is different. We develop a simple two-period emissions trad-
ing framework to determine general design rules for optimal dynamic grandfathering
schemes where the allocation of allowances can be based on output or emission levels
of the previous period. Grandfathering, then, acts as a subsidy to production or emis-
sions. We therefore relate the discussion of optimal grandfathering schemes to rules of
optimal taxation. We find that the design of optimal grandfathering schemes crucially
depends on whether the emissions trading system is closed or open to a larger (the

world) market:

e For (small) open trading systems where allowance prices are exogenous, first-best
second-period grandfathering schemes must not depend on firm-specific decisions
in the initial period. Second-best schemes are based on a weighted combination
of first-period output and emission levels. They correspond to a Ramsey-type
rule of optimal tax differentiation: The more inelastic output (emissions), the
larger should be the weight to output (emissions) in the grandfathering rule.
In the extreme case, grandfathering is exclusively based on output (emissions).
This highlights the importance of firms’ (sectors’) characteristics when designing

a grandfathering scheme.

e If the emissions trading system is closed, first- and second-best rules coincide. To
preserve efficiency, grandfathering must not depend on previous output levels.
The optimal grandfathering scheme consists of an assignment proportional to
the emissions in the first period plus a term which does not depend on firm-

specific decisions in either of the two periods. The proportionality factor must
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not differ between firms (sectors). Although acting like a subsidy to emissions,
this grandfathering scheme cannot lead to an increase of emissions in a closed

system, and therefore only affects the nominal allowance price.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: We first describe our basic model
and show the correspondence between grandfathering and subsidies. We then derive
and discuss the conditions for first- and second-best grandfathering rules in the open
and the closed emissions trading system. Policy implications are discussed and illus-

trated for some specific cost structures. Finally, we conclude.

2 Analytical Framework

We set up a simple two-period partial equilibrium model.? Firm (sector) i’s technology
in period ¢ (t = 1,2) is given by its cost function c(g%, e*) where ¢* denotes the output
level and e the emissions emerging from production. As usual, costs ¢ are assumed
to be twice differentiable and convex with ¢ = 9c¢*/dg" > 0; ¢ = 9" /de™ < 0;

it it

it : it
Cyg Ceer —Ceq = 05 and ¢ - ¢

it

it —(c)? > 0. The firm sells output ¢" at a competitive

consumer price p;, and must hold allowances for emissions . Emission allowances can
be traded on a competitive allowance market at an allowance price o;. Initially, firm
i is assigned with &' grandfathered allowances in period 1. The assignment in period
2 might depend on firm’s decisions in period 1 and other non-firm-specific economic

parameters: €2 = g'(e", ¢"!). Without loss of generality we assume that
&% = gi(ell g'l) = N+ Mgl + Ml

where the allocation rule is monotonic in ¢** and €', i.e. )\z, AL > 0. The grandfathering

scheme is referred to as G = (A), AL, AL);.

Firms anticipate the impact of their first-period decisions on the number of grand-
fathered permits they receive in period 2. Given an overall emission constraint over
the time horizon, the regulatory authority has to guarantee that aggregate emissions
assignments do not exceed a pre-specified level E* in period ¢, i.e.

Zéil — El and Zéz2 — Zgi<ei17qi1) — E2

%

2 An extension of the two-period case to the multi-period case is straightforward.
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In the following, we distinguish the cases whether the emissions trading system is open

or closed to the world market.? In the former case, we assume that the world market

price of emissions allowancs is exogenously given by o}¥™ (small open economy). In the

latter, emissions have to satisfy 3°, ¢ = E* in both periods and the allowance price o

is endogeneous.

2.1 Socially optimal allocation

Given the openess/closeness of the system and assuming w.l.o.g. that there is no

discounting, the optimal output and emission levels are obtained by maximizing
maxz Z [ptqit _ cit(qit’eit)] _ UXVM Zeit _ Rt
t i i
s.t. >, e = E' if the system is closed. This yields the following first-order conditions

(note: index j is used interchangeably with index 7)
Pt = Czt (1)
—ct = —d'=:07 (2)
where the market price of emissions, o}, coincides with o}¥™ for the open system. We
refer to this as the social optimum ((g**, €™™*);, 7).

As well-known, in the social optimum the consumer price equals marginal production

costs, and marginal abatement costs coincide for all firms.

2.2 The decentralized economy

Next, we consider the decentralized economy in which firms can trade their emissions

allowances and output on competitive markets. The competitive firm ¢ maximizes its

3This reflects concrete policy concerns that the European emissions trading system might not be
linked with trading schemes from other signatory countries under the Kyoto Protocol or allow for using
credits obtained from Joint Implementation (JI) or Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) projects.
Such a recognition of allowances and credits from other schemes (the world market) is now envisaged
as a further development of the Directive. Clearly, the openess of the system is a prerequisite for
achieving emission reduction at lowest costs. However, there can be serious reasons for closing the

system, such as concerns on environmental effectiveness due to loopholes in satellite systems.
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two-period stream of profits
maxz[ptqit —(g", )] = ou(e — &) —aa(e™ = [Ny + g™ + Ale])
t

leading to first-order conditions

p1+ 02)\2 = ¢ (3)
P2 = ¢ (4)
o1 — o). = ! (5)
oy = —c? (6)

As in the case of the social planner problem, conditions (4) and (6) imply efficient
production and emission plans in period 2: Marginal production and abatement costs
equal the prices for the consumption good and emissions allowances, respectively. Com-

parison with (1) and (2) yields

g9 = 0%

and, thus, second period allocation does not depend on the grandfathering scheme
G = (A Ags Ao

In period 1, however, the grandfathering rule, G, drives a wedge between nominal prices
and marginal costs (conditions (3) and (5)). If )\z > 0, the consumer price in period 1,
p1, is smaller than the implicit producer price p; + 02)\2. The allocation rule therefore
provides implicit production subsidies 02)\;. Analogously, emission subsidies are given
by o2\, The nominal first period emission price, o, is given by o}'™, for the open
emission trading system while it depends on the grandfathering scheme for the closed

system.

In general, the first period equilibrium is given by (4) and (6) together with oy = o}'M
for the open, and > ,e¢! = E! for the closed system. The solution is denoted by
((¢M(G), (@)1, 01(G)).

For given prices (p;, 0;), differentiating (4) and (6), yields 9 _ 9l — ) and 2 =

Ny, N oL
cit e’ _ . Cag 9g'l _ 9l _ L ~Ce i il il 12
o2t > 0, 557 = 024t > 0, 5 = o = 02 ar > 0, where A} = coc;, — (che)® > 0.

Therefore, increases of A/, A; lead to increases of emissions and output.



2.3 The open emissions trading system

Optimal grandfathering schemes for the (small) open emissions trading system are

derived from

maxg Y _[pg(G) - (¢ (G), ¢ (@) — M (G)] (7)
s.t. Z[Aé + )\zqil + Net] = E? (8)
and Aj, AL, A>0 9)

Denoting the Lagrange multipliers by i, 1, pih, pit, respectively, and differentiating
gt __ Hett — 0)

by Aj, A, AL, we obtain the following first-order conditions (note that

077 Ter oN, N,
0 = —(up+ mp) (10)
) ) aqil ) ) aeil ) )
i1 7 WM i1 7 il )
[p1 — ' + ppAl] N [o7 " +cp — ppAl o = —(upd" + py) (11)
i i 00" I i 0’ i i
[pl - qu + /“LEAq] a)\ze - [U}Nhl + Cel - ME)\e] (9)\’; - _(/“LEe ! + Me) (12)
Using (3) and (5), conditions (10) - (12) simplify to
0 = pptid (13
il ol il
)\Zaq, _i_)\leaq, — M (14)
oN, ON, Oy — g
i i iy i
Agae. + A@ae __ BeC il (15)
oN, O\, O — g

If there are no restrictions to the choice of the allocation scheme G, i.e on )\f), the
optimal scheme implies pup = pjy = 0, and hence, )\fl = )\2 = 0. The levels of )\f),

however, are not uniquely determined but satisfy ). M\, = E2. Thus, we obtain:

Proposition 1 In a (small) open economy, first-best second-period grandfathering schemes

G do not depend on firm-specific decisions in period 1, i.e. g' = )\6.

The reason is that output and emissions choices will be distorted and efficiency losses

occur unless )\2 = A\ = 0. The first-best therefore coincides with grandfathering rules
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that are independent of first period emissions and output. Grandfathering to firm i is

a lump-sum transfer of wealth oy \p.

For political reasons, however, it might not be possible to use second period allocation
schemes that are not linked to firms’ performance in period 1. At least, possibly not
all allowances can be allocated lump-sum, i.e. >, \j < E2. Solving (14) and (15) for

A, and A} gives

) ) ) aeil ) ) aqil Ai
A = il i _ il 7 ' c 16
q |:[qu + ,uq] ({9)\2 [/’LEe + ,ue] a)\éj| (0_2)2[0_2 _ ,UE] ( )

) ) ) aqil ) ) aeil Ai
)\ze _ ezl + ze _ il 4 ' c 17
[[uE pel ON, mpd i) N, | (02)?[o2 — pig] (1)

_86“ ﬁ %
dct | ot nqq

We can reformulate this system using (cross) price elasticities: n’, =

8gil | gt i 8gil /it i Heil
opt /F’ Nge = ~ 357/ 61> Nleq = opt

o1 — 02\, p' = p1 + 02\, Denoting AL = n ni, — niont, = %A%, this leads to

/% (note that ni.p'q" = ni,o'e’!) where 0! =

, )\iO'Q S S 1
o= q‘ — + 1/ 1l zee_ + 16 ezl ze : 18
y pz g + mg/d Inee — g + pe/eM g A (18)
P 2T (e [ ] e (1)
e O'i HE e T}qq HEg :uq T}eq A% [0_2 _ IUE]

which corresponds to a Ramsey-formula of optimal taxation (subsidies).

This formula can be substantially simplified. Note that ,ufl > 0 and pp > 0 since the
necessary distortions and, hence, efficiency losses increase with E2.> Therefore, (18)

and (19) imply:

Proposition 2 In a (small) open economy, second-best grandfathering schemes G for
period 2, are determined by either of the following three Ramsey-rules for firm i:

(i) if i, > nze and nzq > néq, then grandfathering is based on both output and emissions
according to:

i HE

K qu (o2 — g

i HE

T (Mee = Mee)  Te = m(ﬁfm — Teg)

4For example, it is often postulated that grandfathering should account for the size and, therefore,
for future expansion and shrinkage of firms. As an extreme case, a firm should not perpetually receive

allowances although it already dropped out off the market.
°If E? = 0, one can choose )\2 = !, which would yield first-best in period 1. The larger E?, the

larger A;, A, have to be chosen which results in increased efficiency losses.
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(i1) if nzq < néq, then grandfathering is exclusively based on output:

i HUE 1 i
Tq= 5 7e =0
0-2_:uE77qq

(iii) if nt, < née, only past emissions determine the number of grandfathered allowances:

TZ = 7ME —_— T; =0
02 — Ug née

The proof is given in the appendix.

Note that Proposition 2 implies that optimal grandfathering schemes ()‘Zv M) can sub-
stantially differ across firms: It could be optimal to grandfather to one firm exclusively
based on emissions while another should be grandfathered based on a combination
of output and emissions. In general, a firm ¢ with more elastic output (less elastic
emissions) gets a smaller fraction of grandfathered allowances related to output and a

smaller fraction connected to its emissions level. The differences between firms are the

02“_ i - is. Thus, differences between firm-specific grandfathering rules

increase in jip, i.e. in the aggregate number E? of allowances to be grandfathered in

larger, the larger

period 2, and decrease in the second period emissions price .

Grandfathering should be based on either output or emissions if the respective cross-
price elasticities exceed the price-elasticities. Here, the relative subsidies are inverse
to the price-elasticity of output (emissions). In this case it would even be efficiency-
increasing to negatively correlate grandfathering with the other factor, i.e. to choose
A< 0or )\z < 0. Such an outcome, however, is ruled out by the (realistic) assumption

that grandfathering schemes must be monotonic in both emissions and output.

If, cross-price elasticities are small, optimal grandfathering is based on both emission

and output levels, i.e. A, AL > 0. Then,

T N/t ke —

i i i i i
AeO2 /0t Ngq — Negq

%
Te

which is the standard implication of the Ramsey rule for relative subsidies on output

and emissions in proportion to the respective producers prices: (i) The higher the elas-

ticity of emissions with respect to the emissions price, the smaller the relative subsidy
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on emissions, and (ii) the more elastic output reacts to a price increase, the smaller the
relative subsidy on output is. Interpreting c(q, e) as the costs of an aggregate input to
produce (g, €), one can easily transform the formula into a Corlett-Hague type relation-
ship (Corlett and Hague 1953). The (intuitive) interpretation then is straightforward:
The better substitutable the aggregated input is to emissions, the larger the subsidies

on emissions compared to those on output.
We illustrate proposition 2 by the following simple examples for the two-firms-case:

Example 1
Assume that 7?, = 7%, = 0. Then, as long as all price elasticities 7, > 0 (z = g,e),

)\; > 0 for all 7, z, and optimal relative subsidies are given by the inverse elasticity rule:

) B
T 02— lE Nyx ’
Example 2

Assume that ¢! (g, e) = ¢®e# (af — 3 > 1). This yields ¢ (p, o) = vflp"fwa_"fze and

. .
el(p, o) = yipleag™ee | where

; 1+ 4 ; o’ ; al —1 ; Io8
Mg = 7 i 10 Mea= 7 i 70 Mee = 7 i 10 Mae = 7 i 1
at—p' =1 ot — [ —1 at—f['—1 at—p'—1
- (B")"ee N = (B")ee
C T (i

Therefore, in this case, nzq — niq < 0, and Proposition 2 implies that emissions must

not be subsidized, i.e. A’ = 0, whereas the optimal grandfathering rule )\2 for firm i is

Mg 1
O2—HE Mgq

given by 7} =

2.4 The closed emissions trading system

If the emissions trading scheme is closed, i.e. Y ;e = E*, first period equilibrium
again depends on the specific grandfathering rule and is given by (4) and (6). Instead
of solving the social welfare maximization problem explicitly, the social optimum, which
is given by (1) and (2), can be achieved without relying on lump-sum transfers. To see

this, note that if

Ap=0, A =X =\



the equilibrium conditions (4) and (6) simplify to
po= c (20)
oL —05de = —c! (21)

e

Given that >, ¢! = E', the comparison of (20) and (21) with the social optimum (1)
and (2) yields:

o1 =07 + 0 (22)

i.e. the effective price of allowances, 01 — g3\, is independent of .. Thus, for any
given )\, we can achieve first-best in period 1, ((g"*, e*)
from the grandfathering condition Y ;[\ + A.e'*] = E%:

e — El

iP5, 07). We determine A,

To summarize, even if lump-sum transfer of allowances are not feasible, i.e. A\ = 0,

social optimality is not jeopardized.

Proposition 3 In a closed emissions trading system, first-best second-period grandfa-
thering schemes G consist of an assignment proportional to emission in period 1 plus

a term which does not depend on firm-specific decisions, i.e.
g =)+ Aee™

Proposition 3 states that efficient grandfathering schemes must not depend on firms’
output levels but are linear in the first-period emission levels. Although the equilibrium
allocation and therefore efficiency is independent from the specification of G = ()\f), Ae)is
different lump-sum transfers )\6 clearly have distributional impacts. From a practical
policy point of view, it is important to note that the flexibility to account for dis-
tributional (equity) concerns without efficiency trade-offs shrinks with the number of
permits that can be allocated in a lump-sum way (Y, \j < E?). In the extreme case,

where \j = 0, there is only one grandfathering scheme that guarantees efficiency.

Corollary 4 If lump-sum transfers are ruled out (N, = 0) in a closed emissions trading
system, the sole grandfathering scheme that warrants efficiency assigns allowances pro-
portional to first-period emissions. The proportionality factor is given by the targeted

contraction factor of aggregate emissions, i.e. \, = Ez/El.
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2.5 Policy implications

A major policy claim in the debate on allocation schemes is that an installation (firm)
should not perpetually receive transfers via the grandfathering rule although it has
already been shut down. Otherwise unilateral abatement might provide strong in-
centives for multinational companies to relocate production activities to non-abating
regions while reaping allowance credits for closed installations in regions that form part
of the abatement regime. The allocation rule could meet such concerns by choosing
)\6 = 0, i.e. by using the discussed second-best allocations rules. Then, if a firm is
closed in period 1 (¢! = ¢! = 0), it receives no emissions allowances in period 2 (as
well as in subsequent periods which are not modelled here). In the closed system,
economic efficiency, i.e. the decision to maintain or drop the installation, will not be
affected since the effective costs of holding emission allowances do not depend on the
choice of .. In the open system, however, efficiency requires ! = )\f] = 0 unless there
are firms which produce or emit infinitely inelastic. Hence, there is a trade-off between

economic efficiency (\. = )\fl = 0) and addressing the concerns of perpetual transfers
(Ao = 0).

Another key issue in the set-up of allocation schemes is the treatment of new market
entrants. If the latter are not grandfathered, there is a distributional bias towards
incumbent firm. The distributional bias becomes the more severe, the higher A and
)\2. In other words, a dynamic grandfathering rule, exacerbates the distributional bias
in favor of incumbent firms. This problem can be dealt with by holding back free
allowances for new entrants. Note again that for the open system there is a potential
conflict between efficiency (A, = )\2 = 0) and political acceptance of the system by

firms which frequently argue that allocation should reflect output and emission levels .

3 Conclusions

From 2005, the EU will have the first international trading system for greenhouse
gas emission allowances. Until then, Member States must have developed national
allocation plans for emission allowances across large installations of energy-intensive
firms. Obviously, a core requirement to such allocation plans is that they preserve

the cost-saving potential of emission trading. In this paper, we have studied first- and
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second-best allocation rules for dynamic grandfathering schemes with concretions to an
open or a closed trading system. In the open system, first-best requires lump-sum allo-
cation while second-best rules correspond to a Ramsey-formula and are generally based
on a combination of output and emission levels. In the closed system, however, efficient
grandfathering requires independence of the allocation of previous output levels, i.e.

the initial allocation must be linear in past emission levels.

In real practice, implementation of even second-best rules across EU Member States
may not be possible due to various reasons. Allocation rules typically addressed in the
policy debate are either based on emissions or output. For concrete policy advice, it
may therefore be crucial to quantify the magnitude of efficiency losses associated with

alternative policy-relevant allocation schemes.

Appendix

Proof of proposition 2:
We first rewrite (18) and (19) as:

p q £ = + % 611 T 0 + i /0l 611 ) : 23
q pz [[:uE :ue/ ](nee nqe) [/’Lq/q ﬂe/ ]nee} A%[O‘Q . ME] ( )

Ti _ )‘202 _ “ + i/eil]( (N 1 )_[ z/ il i/eil] (4 } 1 (24)
e O'i = |lME He 77qq 77eq ,uq q He neq A}q [0_2 . ﬂE]

(i) Let us that 7; = 7. = 0. Then, (23) and (24) reduce to

< Mee = Mge e ) ( b + g /e’! ) _ ( 0 >
Mag = Teq Meq ) \ Mo/ — pe/e" 0

The determinant of the matrix is —A% < 0, therefore the only solution of the system
were fig 4 pi/e’t =0, pi /g™ — pi /et = 0 which implies i = 0. That is, only if first-
best can be obtained, A = )\2 = 0. Hence, for puy > 0, at firm ¢ will be grandfathered

based on past emissions or output.

(ii) Assume that 72, 7% > 0, and therefore pf/q"" = pl/e’t = 0. Then, (23) and (24)
lead to

H i i i H i i
£ ] (nee - 77qe> Te = ~—E(77qq - 77@q>

Th=—
T Ao — pp Ao — pg)
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which requires n¢_ > née, and Uéq - néq > 0.

(iii) Assume that 7! = 0, and therefore (from (i)) 7, > 0 and p!/e"! = 0. Here, (23)

772@_7751@
N
hand, and, with (24), 7{ = —#£2—_L

02— UE 777ée )

implies that 4 /q" = Since pf, > 0, this implies 7}, — n’, < 0, on the one

(iv) The remaining case, 7 = 0, follows the same line of reasoning as (iii).[]

4 References

Corlett, W.J. and D.C. Hague (1953): Complementarity and the Excess Burden of

Taxation, Review of Economic Studies 21, 21-30.

EU (2001): Proposal for a Framework Directive for Greenhouse Gas Emissions Trading
within the European Community, COM (2001)581, European Commission, Brussels.
(http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/fr/com/pdf/2001/fr 501PC0581.pdf)

Harrison, D., D.B. Radov (2002): Evaluation of Alternative Initial Allocation Mech-
anisms in a European Union Greenhouse Gas Emissions Allowance Trading Scheme,
prepared for DG Environment, EC.

(http://europa.eu.int /comm/environment /climat /allocation xsum.pdf)

Laan, R. v.d. and A. Nentjes (2001): Competitive Distortions in EU Environmen-
tal Legislation: Inefficiency versus Inequity, European Journal of Law and Economics
11,131-152.

Laplante, B., E.S. Sartzetakis, A.P. Xepapadeas (1997): Strategic Behaviour of Pol-
luters during the Transition from Standard-setting to Permits Ttrading, FEEM Nota
di Lavoro 43/97.

Ramsey, F.P. (1927): A Contribution to the Theory of Taxation, Economic Journal
37, 47-61.

UNFCCC (1997): United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, Kyoto
Protocol to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, FCCC/CP
/L.7/Add.1, Kyoto.

Woerdman, W. (2001): Developing a European Carbon Trading Market: Will Permit
Allocation Distort Competition and Lead to State Aid?, FEEM working paper 51.01.

13



