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1991 2000 2001 2010 2011 2020
Nordlhaus(1991) 73 03 659
yres & Walter (1991) 30 3
Nordhaus(1993) 5.3 6.8 8.6
Cline(1992,1993) 5 145 7 150 9 165
Peck & Teisberg(1992) 10 12 12 14 14 18
Frankhauser(1994) 20.3 22.8 25.3
Maddison(1994) 59 61 81 84 111 115

CO:
2010
97  645US$/t-C
20 135US$/t-C

CO:
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IPCC

1990 US t-C 2010
2 B 3
OECD-E CANZ
ABARE-GTEM 322 655 645 425 106 23
AIM 153 198 234 147 65 38
CETA 168 46 26
Fund 14 10
G-Cubed 76 227 97 157 53 20
GRAPE 204 304 70 44
MERGE3 264 218 500 250 135 86
MIT-EPPA 193 276 501 247 76
MSMRT 236 179 402 213 77 27
RICE 132 159 251 145 62 18
SGM 188 407 357 201 84 22
WorldScan 85 20 122 46 20 5
Administration 154 43 18
EIA 251 110 57
POLES 135.8 135.3 194.6 131.4 52.9 18.4
1.EMF-16. GDP GDP
2 OECD (OECD-E)
(CANZ) B
3 B
OECD
IPCC - 2001- IPCC[ 1
2002 7
3,200 /t-C
1,200 /t-C 2,100 /t-C
21,700 /t-C
8,100 21,700 /t-C
6,700 /t-C
3,000 /t-C
1996
2001
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The Green Book - Appraisal and Evaluation in Central
Government,HMT,1997

35
(2003 4

THE GREEN BOOK Appraisal and Evauation in Central
Government,2003.1H.M.TreasuryGuidance

3%

Macro-Economic Evauation of Transport Infrastructure
Investments, Evaluation Guidelines for the Federa
Transport Investment Plan, The Federal Minister of
Transport,1992

4%

ASSESSING THEBENEFITSOFTRANSPORT,ECMT,2001

8%

ASSESSING THEBENEFITSOFTRANSPORT,ECMT,2001

4%

ASSESSING THEBENEFITSOFTRANSPORT,ECMT,2001

10%

Evaluation Procedures for
TransfundNewZealand,1999.2

Alternatives to Roading,




2003 4 "The
Green Book Appraisa and Evauation in Centrd Government”, H.M. Treasury,
2003.1) 30

6 transport infrastructure
global warming nuclear energy

LONG-TERM DISCOUNT RATES

10

11

12

Where the appraisalofaproposaldependsmaterially upon the discounting ofeffects
in the very long term,
the received view is that a lower discount rate for the longer term (beyond 30 years)
should be useds

The main rationale for declining long-term discount rates results from uncertainty
about the future. This
uncertaintycanbeshowntocausedecliningdiscountratesovertime.?

In lightofthisevidence,itisrecommendedthatforcostsandbenefitsaccruing
more than 30 years into the

future,appraisersusethescheduleof discount rates provided in Table6.1below.

TABLE 6.1: THEDECLINING LONG TERM DISCOUNTRATE
Periodofyears 0-30 31-75 76-125 126-200 201-300 301+

Discount rate 3.5% 3.0% 2.5% 2.0% 1.5% 1.0%

60XERA(2002), ASocialTimePreferenceRateforUseinLong-TermDiscounting,areportforODPM,DfTandDefra
7 Weitzman(1998,2001), GammabDiscounting,AmericanEconomicReview,Vo0l91,Nol,andGollier(2002), TimeHorizon

andtheDiscountRate,IDEI,UniversityofToulouse,mimeo.

‘The Green Book Appraisa and Evaluation in Centra Government’ 2003.1 H.M. Treasury ; Annex 6
DiscountRateP98-99
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