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Abstract: China has modified its pollution control policy system with 

such price tools as the pollution charge (PC) policy and the payment for 

initial emission allowance (PIEA) policy. The aim of PC policy is to 

compensate for the environment damage caused by pollutants, while PIEA is 

in charge of the initial emission allowance (IEA) within the emission 

trading system (ETS). However, since the implementation of PIEA, it has 

been criticized as redundant because of the similar pricing scheme with 

the PC. In addition, the existing PIEA pricing approaches have ignored 

interactions with other policies, such as PC and total emission control 

(TEC) policies. In this research, we established an optimal control-based 

model with chemical oxygen demand (COD) and ammoniacal nitrogen (NH3-N), 

two independent pollutants variables, to simulate the water pollutants' 

PIEA price. Simulation results indicated that emission quantity and 

optimal social benefit in the PC-PIEA combination scenario was equal to 

the situation in the PIEA scenario. Under this design, PC compensated for 

the emission damage, and PIEA paid for the scarcity rent, while PIEA does 

not duplicate the PC policy. In addition, the PIEA policy has a complex 

effect on pollutant emission. Because PIEA policy increases the 

enterprises' discharging cost, most regions' COD emissions are less than 

the baseline, excepting Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu, Zhejiang, Fujian, 

Shandong, and Guangdong, in which emission quantities are greater than 

the baseline. The NH3-N emission shows an opposite trend. The simulation 

result is that excluding Inner Mongolia, Hubei, Hunan, Tibet, Gansu, 

Qinghai, Ningxia, and Xinjiang, the NH3-N emissions in the rest of 

regions are increased. TEC policy has a significant effect on pollutant 

emissions and the PIEA price. The COD emission quantity with TEC is lower 

than that without the TEC policy, therefore, the TEC policy will be 

effective for pollutant emission control. The pollutant beyond the 

restricted target will be charged a payment for IEA at a higher price 

than without the TEC policy. 
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Reviewer #1:  

1. Too little is described and defined social benefits. 

 

A: The details of social benefit are described in P 11 Line 15. 

 

2. No comparison of the method and model of the other. 

 

A: Some comparisons are elaborate in P 9 Line 16 methodology part. 

 

3. What are the penalties, ie. What value and what character. 

 

A: The detail explanation of the penalty function in SI in the P S5 Line 23. The 

penalty function in this study is actually a method used in the algorithm to deal with 

constraints, rather than intuitive understanding of the environmental policy used to 

punish excessive means of discharge and its standards. 

 

*Detailed Response to Reviewers



4. What is the practical aspect of the model and studies? Is it just the diagnosis or the 

use of theses and practical results-appropriate decisions / Case Study/. 

 

A: The practical application of this study is the pricing method designed for China's 

implementation of the PIEA policy. The PIEA Policy is piloted in 12 regions, and 

each region choose pricing method by their own decision. The most of pilot regions 

take treatment cost as pricing method for convenience, but does not take into account 

the existing policies, so this study is promoted. 

 

5. What about the computational complexity. 

 

A: Computational process is complex indeed, since words limited, all details cannot 

be described excepting briefly calculated steps and algorithms listed in the article. In 

order to calculate coefficients and parameters required by pricing model, we also need 

to set up some auxiliary models. These calculations are listed in SI. After modeling, 

simulation and solution are also important parts of the work. Solution algorithm is 

shown in the article. 

 

6. Is obtained optimal solution or sub-optimal / simulation /. 

 

A: Due to various restrictions, the impact on the environment is temporarily only 

pollutant emissions; the health impact has not been included in the study. The reasons 

why health effects incorporating into the study are explained in research limitation 

section. 

 

7. No information about the implementation of the model / environment, tools and 

solvers etc./ 

 



A: The calculation tool uses the MATLAB software, and the solution algorithm is 

listed in SI. 

 

Reviewer #2:  

The paper studies the design of payment for initial emission allowance pricing 

approach based on optimal control theory. It is an important and interesting piece of 

work, and is relevant to real word problems. Nevertheless, I do have some concerns: 

 

1. The current introduction section does not pinpoint the theoretical problem of prior 

research, and fails to highlight the intended contribution of the study. I'd suggest the 

authors to clearly spell out why this study is important, what's the gap in this literature, 

also how this study intends to contribute to the literature. 

 

A: We rewrote the introduction section in accordance with the reviewers ' 

recommendations, highlighting why the study was important, what the existing 

research was, and the contribution of this study. 

 

2. This may be not easy without a meaningful comparison with similar research in the 

literature. The literature review should be extended.  As far as my understanding, 

many relevant references are missing. 

 

A: In previous version, the literature review focus on the topic of initial emission 

allowance pricing, and the content of the discussion was limited. Following the 

reviewers ' suggestions, we extended the topic literature review to relevant resource 

pricing.  We try to modify the paper better, but do not know if follow the instruction 

of topic proposed by reviewers, if there is more detailed advice, please let us know. 

 

3. In section 3 Case and data, the authors only outlining the data sources without 

much discussion of the case. More information about the case will useful here.  

 

A: We added information in the data collection section. 



 

4.The simulation results Section is also weak. The authors only describe the results. 

No clear insights are drawn. I haven't learned anything from this manuscript from the 

environmental policy research viewpoint. 

 

A: This study focuses on to establish a pricing method that is applicable to the 

implementation of the PIEA policy with the existing complex policies background. 

The previously version does not show the policy recommendations legible. Following 

the reviewers' suggestions, we reorganized the narrative of results, and list the 

viewpoints. 

 

5. No policy implications are discussed. The conclusion should focus more on the 

practical implications and policy implications of your article. Although the main 

findings are summarized, what are the implications of these findings to the industrial 

firms or government policy makers? It is not entirely clear to me how the theory 

developed can be applied and used for policy evaluation. 

 

A: As reviewer’s suggestion, we add theory information about pricing method in 

theoretical analysis section to help understand how the theory can be applied and used 

for policy evaluation. Then we elaborate the implications of the research findings in 

discussion section. 

 

6. The authors need to more critically discuss the research limitations and how these 

limitations inform further research in the future. 

 

A: More information about research limitation is listed in discussion section. 

 

7. There are some problems with grammar and sentence structure through the paper. 

Attention should be paid to avoid grammatical errors. 

 

A: We try our best to correct grammatical errors and polish the article. 

 



Reviewer #3:  

This manuscript creatively established an optimal control-based model with two 

independent pollutants variables, chemical oxygen demand(COD) and ammoniacal 

nitrogen(NH3-N), to simulate water pollutants payment for initial emission 

allowance(PIEA). The model establishment is reasonable and feasible. The previous 

mistaken understanding of pollution charges(PC) and PIEA has been proposed and 

corrected, and the influence of other policies, PC and total emission control(TEC) for 

example, has been taken into consideration. Besides, the interaction between two 

pollutants index, COD and NH3-N, has been discussed, according to the simulation 

result. The conclusion of this manuscript has a critical reference value for the PIEA 

price setting in china.  

A few major revisions are listed as follow: 

 

 1) As it is mentioned in P8 Line 26, maximum social benefit is the object of PIEA 

optimal model. But in the Formula (7) and (9), they are about the enterprise profits in 

different scenarios. It is kind of difficult to obtain the stimulated results about optimal 

social benefit, best pollution emission quantity and PIEA price based on the Formula 

(7) and (9) directly.  

 

A: Thank you for your attention to the details of the model. Due to length limitation 

of the article, some details are omitted. Here is a more detailed explanation. Formula 

(6) represents the social benefit, and the formulas (8) and (10) represent the individual 

business benefits of Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 respectively. In formula (8),    and 

   represent initial payment price for COD and NH3-N, and   
         and 

  
         represent firm COD and NH3-N emissions. (The process of establishing 

the function of enterprise's profit function and the social benefit function, including 

the details how to establish the pollutant emissions function is described in SI, instead 



of describing in main text.) The section in P 10 Line 8 describes the process how to 

find the initial allowance price that achieves optimal social benefit. “In the first stage, 

the policy maker offers a series of PIEA prices according to an area with several 

enterprises. In the second stage, enterprises take countermeasures. Increasing costs 

will decrease the enterprises’ profits after the PIEA policy has been implemented. 

Supposing that the enterprise is an ‘economic man’ who chases the maximum benefit; 

thus, the enterprise will take measures if the profit decrease is beyond the acceptable 

range. Two types of strategies are available to adopt by the enterprise: adjust the 

production output or raise the pollution reduction investment. The enterprise chooses 

the best suitable measure in accordance with the maximum profit principle. In the 

third stage, the policy maker decides which price will be taken for the benefits. The 

policy maker will measure the social benefit aimed at every price and choose the price 

that will maximize the social benefit.” Following description is easier to understand, 

the optimal social benefit is the objective solution, the best pollution emission is the 

emission when achieving objective solution, and the initial allowance price is the 

condition when pollutants are controlled at the best emission. 

Thus, the equations are available for obtaining the stimulated results about optimal 

social benefit, best pollution emission quantity and PIEA price. 

 

 2) It is noted that the Table 1 has not mentioned the information what is introduced in 

P11 Line 15-16. 

 

A: It’s our mistake in labeling, and we correct the mistake: the information about 

initial allowance price mentioned in P19 Line 10 is introduced in Fig 7 and Fig 8.  

 

3) The relationship between PC and PIEA has been discussed many times in the 

whole manuscript. It would be better to be discussed in two aspects, in optimal social 

benefit and in PIEA price setting, separately. 

 



A: Following the reviewer’s instruction, we make the paragraph clear organized. 

 

4) The structure of the manuscript is not clearly. Results, discussions and conclusions 

part are not proper. Especially the conclusions, it is not listed by points, and it is not 

well matched what has mentioned in the abstract and introduction.  

 

A: We arrange the narrative order by following the structure that results, discussions 

and conclusions. The results part shows the optimal social benefit, best pollution 

emission and initial allowance price. The discussions part includes policy implication 

and research limitation. The conclusion part summaries the results and lists them by 

points. 
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 13 

Abstract 14 

China has modified its pollution control policy system with such price tools as the pollution 15 

charge (PC) policy and the payment for initial emission allowance (PIEA) policy. The aim of 16 

PC policy is to compensate for the environment damage caused by pollutants, while PIEA is 17 

in charge of the initial emission allowance (IEA) within the emission trading system (ETS). 18 

However, since the implementation of PIEA, it has been criticized as redundant because of 19 

the similar pricing scheme with the PC. In addition, the existing PIEA pricing approaches 20 

have ignored interactions with other policies, such as PC and total emission control (TEC) 21 

policies. In this research, we established an optimal control-based model with chemical 22 

oxygen demand (COD) and ammoniacal nitrogen (NH3-N), two independent pollutants 23 

variables, to simulate the water pollutants’ PIEA price. Simulation results indicated that 24 

emission quantity and optimal social benefit in the PC–PIEA combination scenario was equal 25 

to the situation in the PIEA scenario. Under this design, PC compensated for the emission 26 

damage, and PIEA paid for the scarcity rent, while PIEA does not duplicate the PC policy. In 27 

addition, the PIEA policy has a complex effect on pollutant emission. Because PIEA policy 28 

increases the enterprises’ discharging cost, most regions’ COD emissions are less than the 29 
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baseline, excepting Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu, Zhejiang, Fujian, Shandong, and Guangdong, 1 

in which emission quantities are greater than the baseline. The NH3-N emission shows an 2 

opposite trend. The simulation result is that excluding Inner Mongolia, Hubei, Hunan, Tibet, 3 

Gansu, Qinghai, Ningxia, and Xinjiang, the NH3-N emissions in the rest of regions are 4 

increased. TEC policy has a significant effect on pollutant emissions and the PIEA price. The 5 

COD emission quantity with TEC is lower than that without the TEC policy, therefore, the 6 

TEC policy will be effective for pollutant emission control. The pollutant beyond the 7 

restricted target will be charged a payment for IEA at a higher price than without the TEC 8 

policy. 9 

Keywords: pricing; payment; initial emission allowance; optimal control-based; 10 

chemical oxygen demand; ammoniacal nitrogen 11 

 12 

1. Introduction 13 

The natural environment not only provides human beings with a habitat for survival but is 14 

also involved in manufacturing processes as a factor of production. In addition to providing 15 

natural resources, the environment receives pollution produced by manufacturing processes. 16 

It is well-known that environmental capacity to receive pollutant emissions is a type of 17 

natural resource. Environmental capacity resources are limited, while the demand for it is 18 

growing; therefore, people need to measure the cost and benefits to use resources efficiently. 19 

The cost of using environmental capacity resources is primarily caused by its external 20 

damage, but the government employs a methodology to internalize externalities to make the 21 

beneficiaries undertake the real environmental costs. When calculating the benefits of 22 

environmental resources, the scarcity rents are often overlooked. The Chinese government 23 

implemented the payment for initial emission allowance (PIEA) policy to capture scarcity 24 

rents for environmental capacity resources. 25 

The PIEA policy arises from the actual demand of the emission trading policy. In the initial 26 

stage of emission trading, the manager allocated the allowance to enterprises by some rules 27 

for free. Free allocation causes a lot of problems. Unpaid emission allowances are for 28 

existing enterprises, and new entrants are required to purchase allowances from the emissions 29 

trading market. Compared to the new entrants that have to pay for the allowance, the 30 

enterprises that receive the allowance for free are basically receiving a subsidy(Bovenberg et 31 

al., 2005). In addition, with free allowances, the enterprises lack incentives and pressure to 32 
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reduce emissions(Goulder et al., 2010). Unpaid allowances make enterprises using 1 

environmental capacity resources inefficient, and the enterprises tend to use more allowances 2 

than they need. Furthermore, allocating allowances for free promotes manager power 3 

rent-seeking, that is, enterprises will attempt to obtain special approval for allowances(Gu, 4 

2007).  5 

To avoid the free allowance as a subsidy for enterprises, to improve the efficiency of resource 6 

allocation and to avoid rent-seeking behavior in allocating, the Chinese government launched 7 

the PIEA policy in 2008. The policy stipulates that for chemical oxygen demand (COD), 8 

ammoniacal nitrogen (NH3-N), sulfur dioxide (SO2) and nitrogen oxide (NOX) four pollutants, 9 

enterprises should pay for the emission allowance that they obtained(General Office of the 10 

State Council, 2014). 11 

The practical significance of the PIEA policy is to meet the needs for an initial allowance 12 

allocation in the first stage of the emissions trading market, since managers gradually realized 13 

that if the demands for allowances are adequate, unrestricted rights to use them will lead to an 14 

overextension of resources, and the scarcity rents of resources are wasted. Therefore, 15 

additional policies are needed to ensure the sustainable use of resources. Since charging 16 

appropriate scarcity rents for depleted resources can keep resource consumption at a 17 

sustainable level (Hartwick, 1977), the PIEA policy has been implemented. 18 

The initial emission allowance price as results of this study could be in support of the policy 19 

implementation. In addition, the price is not only for the initial emission allowance but also 20 

actually shows the scarcity rents for environmental capacity resources, meaning that the price 21 

calculation method in this study could be implemented in resource value accounting. 22 

 23 

2. Literature Review 24 

In the PIEA policy, the allowance price is the key factor; thus, how to price allowances is a 25 

concern of researchers. Many researchers studied methods for pricing initial emission 26 

allowances. The market price method is conveniently used in pricing allowance. Several 27 

researchers employed an auction to pricing emission allowance, such as the CO2 emission 28 

allowance within the EU emissions trading system (EU ETS)(Watanabe and Robinson, 2005), 29 

carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOC), sulfur dioxide (SO2)(Karl, 1992), 30 

and nitrogen oxides (NOX)(Napolitano et al., 2007) in the United States Clean Air Act 31 

(CAA)(McCarthy et al., 2007) and COD, NH3-N, SO2 and NOX in the China PIEA 32 
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policy(Xiao et al., 2001). The auction method has advantages for pricing allowance. 1 

Compared to the free allocation method, the auction method will generate income, thereby 2 

reducing the government's dependence on ordinary taxes (Andrew Muller et al., 2002; Parry, 3 

1997). Auction revenue also leads to a revenue-recycling effect that reduces tax distortions 4 

(Goulder et al., 1999; Muller et al., 2002; Parry, 1997). In the carbon emissions trading 5 

market, the allocation of initial allowance has significant impacts on price and allocation 6 

efficiency, and auctions tend to reduce price and marginal cost differences, while free 7 

allocation tends to amplify the differences (Burtraw et al., 2001). The auctions will encourage 8 

companies to implement effective technical innovations(Milliman and Prince, 1989; Popp, 9 

2003). However, the auction method has several drawbacks. As a market-based mechanism, 10 

an auction is considered to be able to allocate resources efficiency and generate income, but 11 

when the auction is applied to negative externality products, the effect on consumer welfare 12 

and social welfare is uncertain (Li, 2015). In addition, in the EPA's emissions trading market, 13 

auction settings may cause both buyers and sellers to underestimate the allowance value, 14 

leading to lower efficiency in the emission trading market (Cason, 1993), and when the seller 15 

can set the bid price, it will distort the market efficiency (Dijkstra and Haan, 2001). Thus, 16 

researchers seek pricing methods other than auctions. 17 

PIEA is charging for the environmental capacity to collect scarcity rent, which means 18 

“missing money”(Fullertona and Metcalf, 2001; Zöttl, 2011); therefore, several researchers 19 

adopted a pricing approach for natural resources. In the US SO2 emission trading, the shadow 20 

price of the SO2 emission reduction is estimated using the output distance function, which is 21 

considered to be the allowance price (Coggins and Swinton, 1996; Fare et al., 2007). Several 22 

researchers believe that the initial emission allowance price is related to the cost of using the 23 

environmental capacity resources. The environmental self-purification capacity is regarded as 24 

environmental capacity resource, and its price is equivalent to its marginal opportunity cost 25 

(Zhang, 1996).  The cost recovery method was used to assess the price of environmental 26 

capacity and took the price as the reference for the initial emission allowance price (Bi et al., 27 

2007). Similarly, it is  believed that the price paid for the initial emission allowance is based 28 

on the value of the environmental capacity resources; therefore, pollution control costs could 29 

be used as a reference for pricing (Ye et al., 2011).  30 

Other researchers believe that the price of the initial emissions allowance from the costs and 31 

benefits of using environmental capacity should be considered, especially the damage caused 32 

by the pollution emitted to the environment. The costs and benefits were took as a 33 
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consideration for the initial emissions allowance price model (Huang and Wu, 2004). An 1 

initial allowance pricing strategy was established based on the value of water environmental 2 

capacity, and the pricing strategy considered the economic value and ecological value of 3 

water environmental capacity, as well as the differences between regions and industries (Yu 4 

et al., 2012). 5 

In the abovementioned studies, only the manager participates in pricing. However, when 6 

manager and enterprises are involved in the pricing process, the pricing process becomes a 7 

game process. From the perspective of a dynamic game, the evolution of the strategy of the 8 

manager and enterprises in the formulation of the allowance price were analyzed, which 9 

provides a reference for the government to formulate a fair and effective pricing model of the 10 

initial allowance (Xia et al., 2010). The cooperative game theory was employed to construct 11 

the Nash-Bargaining pricing model for the initial allowance of the Tai lake industry based on 12 

multi-stakeholder cooperation (Liu et al., 2012). 13 

Researchers discussed varied kinds of pricing approaches, several methods have been applied 14 

in practice, and others remained at the theoretical stage. Observing these approaches from an 15 

independent perspective, each approach has different considerations. However, when the 16 

Chinese environmental policy framework is taken into account, certain approaches ignore the 17 

interaction with existing policies (del Río González, 2007).  18 

Prior to the PIEA policy, China embarked on policies related to environmental capacity 19 

resources such as the pollution charge (PC) policy and the total emission control (TEC) 20 

policy. Next, we focus on the following questions: the pollution charges paid by enterprises 21 

in the PC policy as compensation for environmental damage is a part of the value for 22 

environmental capacity resources. The payment for the initial allowance is also for 23 

environmental capacity resources. The interaction between the PIEA and PC was not 24 

considered in the pricing approach mentioned above. Does the payment for compensation 25 

affect the allowance price in the PIEA policy? In the PC policy, the industrial average 26 

treatment cost was used in calculating the payment of pollution charge calculation(Wang, 27 

2005). In the abovementioned initial allowance pricing approaches, some methods involved 28 

using the average treatment cost, therefore the pricing approach had been criticized as being 29 

redundant because the same pricing approach was adopted with the pollution charges 30 

(PC)(Zhang et al., 2015). 31 

The allowance price is relative to the allowance quantity, and the allowance quantity for one 32 

region is determined by this region’s total emission control (TEC) cap(Goulder, 2013). The 33 
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 6 

effect of the TEC policy on the PIEA price is ignored. Does this emission restriction affect 1 

the allowance price?  2 

The PIEA policy for water pollutants refer to chemical oxygen demand (COD) and 3 

ammoniacal nitrogen (NH3-N) pollutants, and the two pollutants have a synergistic effect in 4 

the treatment process (Eddy et al., 2014; Loosdrecht et al., 2016).When the enterprise 5 

attempts to reduce one pollutant, the other pollutant is also reduced accordingly(Patwardhan, 6 

2008). In previous studies, all approaches calculated the COD and NH3-N pollutant price 7 

individually without considering the synergistic effect on the pollutant treatment process. 8 

Therefore, when pricing the initial emission allowance, the synergistic effect should be 9 

considered. 10 

In addition to pricing, the policy maker pays close attention to the influence after policy is 11 

implemented. There are few studies on effect of PIEA policy implementation and the changes 12 

in pollutant emission quantity. Because it is difficult to separate the PIEA policy effect from 13 

other policies such as TEC and PC, it is difficult to quantify the environmental benefit from 14 

the PIEA policy(Ye et al., 2011). 15 

This research design utilizes the PIEA pricing approach based on optimal control theory. 16 

With this pricing approach, the PIEA policy avoids duplicating the PC policy and takes other 17 

relative policy interactions into consideration. Additionally, we clarify the effect of PIEA 18 

policy implementation and whether the PIEA price is affected by other relative policies. The 19 

result shows the prices in different policy-assembled scenarios. The findings also suggest 20 

similar best emission quantities in different PC–PIEA policy-assembled scenarios. Finally, 21 

we summarize the study and provide subjects for future research. 22 

 23 

3. Theoretical Analysis 24 

The pollution discharge from humans and business will affect the environment or even harm 25 

the environment, but the implementation of zero emissions is also irrational according to the 26 

cost-benefit analysis. In fact, the natural environment can absorb a certain amount of 27 

pollution, and managers should control the pollutant emissions to an acceptable limitation. 28 

Therefore, the problem of how to measure the acceptable level of pollution needs to be 29 

solved by policy designers. 30 

There are two methods to set the acceptable pollutant emission level: one is setting the 31 

environmental exposure concentration of pollutants corresponding to the degree of acceptable 32 
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 7 

risk that affects human health and calculating the regional environmental capacity based on 1 

the environmental quality criteria for the region; the other is the "best pollutant emission" 2 

after the cost-benefit analysis (Tietenberg and Lewis, 2016). 3 

Pollution discharge is known to produce benefits and damages; the effective emission level is 4 

to maximize the net benefit in a simple static pollutant model. The emission level when 5 

achieving the max net benefit is equivalent to the emission level when the externalities are 6 

fully internalized. According to the optimal condition, we can observe that the net benefit of 7 

pollution can only be maximized when the marginal benefit of pollution is equal to the 8 

marginal damage. As shown in Fig 1, when the pollution marginal damage curve and 9 

pollution marginal cost curve intersect at point E, then the marginal cost of pollution at that 10 

point is equal to the marginal damage. In an ideal state, the pollution marginal damage curve 11 

and pollution marginal reduction curve will intersect at one point, and this point is the best 12 

emission quantity and the best emission charge point, as illustrated in Figure 1(Tietenberg 13 

and Lewis, 2016). Then, the corresponding amount of pollutant emissions is the best 14 

pollutant emissions. With the best emission target, the managers need to choose the 15 

appropriate method to keep the amount of emissions at the best emissions.  16 

This research focus on the PIEA policy and takes the existing PC policy into account, 17 

payment for initial emission allowance and pollution charge, both of which are costs that 18 

enterprises need to pay for discharging pollutant. In the current total emission control policy, 19 

the amount of emissions set by the government is based on the target quantity that is not 20 

linked with the environmental capacity to date. Therefore, we believe that in this study, the 21 

PIEA policy and PC policy keep pollution at the best emission and that the total emission 22 

control policy exists as an additional condition for limiting pollutant emissions. 23 

As shown in Fig 1, when the emission reaches the best emission point W, the polluter paid 24 

price at t, total fee is W×t, which is composed of areas B and C. Area B lies below the 25 

marginal damage cost curve, meaning that the polluter pays compensation for the damage 26 

caused by the emission. Area C lies over the marginal damage cost curve, so the polluter pays 27 

scarcity rent for acquiring the environmental capacity property resource. Therefore, the 28 

payment from the polluter includes two parts: compensation for pollution damage and 29 

scarcity rent, corresponding to the PC policy and PIEA policy in reality.  30 
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 1 

Fig 1 Emission charge for the best emission quantity 2 

 3 

4. Methodology and Scenarios 4 

4.1. Methodology 5 

This research intends to solve the pricing problem of initial emission allowance and simulates 6 

what will occur when the policy is implemented. After identifying the best pollutant emission 7 

targets to achieve maximum net social benefits, it is necessary to build models to describe the 8 

best pollutant emission, the costs that polluters should pay, and the maximum net social 9 

benefits between these key variables relationships. 10 

In the process of modeling, it is necessary to describe the relationships involved in the micro 11 

and macro levels individually: one of the relationships is each enterprise's response to the 12 

allowance price at the micro-level. The enterprise will account for changes in its earning after 13 

paying for the initial allowance. If the benefit decrease is unacceptable, the enterprise will 14 

adjust its strategy, including adjustment of their product amounts and additional pollution 15 

reduction investment. Another relationship is net social benefits after all enterprises 16 

implement response strategies. Instead of focusing on the benefits of individual enterprises, 17 

policy makers only focus on the net social benefits.  18 

After receiving feedback that the net society benefits have changed, the policy makers will 19 

adjust the initial emission allowance price according to the feedback. This process "pricing 20 
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 9 

— strategy — feedback — price" is constantly cycling until it reaches the optimal goals set 1 

by the policy makers, which is the maximum net social benefit. 2 

According to the research idea, it is necessary to establish a model that describes the 3 

individual enterprise behavior and link the enterprise model with the net social benefits 4 

model. Additionally, the relationships need to be described in the model, including the micro 5 

and macro levels, the long policy implementation time, and the many variables that change 6 

during the execution since the socioeconomic and environmental systems are dynamic. 7 

Therefore, the optimal goal at the beginning of the policy design may become non-optimal 8 

goal in the implementation process. Therefore, the dynamic characteristics of economic 9 

systems and environmental systems should be considered when formulating policy.  10 

In this research, we employ the dynamic optimization model to find the optimal policy 11 

according to the manager’s objectives and realistic conditions, and analyze the impact on the 12 

economy and environment. The dynamic optimal control is a given objective function and 13 

constraint condition, which includes the state that must be achieved at a given time and to 14 

select an optimal time path to achieve the optimal goal, which is actually a multi-stage 15 

decision process in a discrete and continuous time. There are other ways to assess the policy 16 

impact, such as the Input-Output (IO) model and Computable general equilibrium (CGE), but 17 

those methods have limitations. IO can only address linear relationships, non-linear 18 

relationships are not applicable (the relationship between pollutant emissions and amount of 19 

products is not linear in this research); CGE is applicable to non-linearity, but it requires a 20 

number of empirical parameters that are not easily obtained in this research. Finally, the two 21 

methods cannot be applied at the enterprise-level but only in macro industries. 22 

 23 

4.2 Modeling process  24 

According to the efficient allocation of pollution theory, efficiency is achieved when the 25 

marginal cost of control is equal to the marginal damage(Tietenberg and Lewis, 2016). 26 

Corresponding to optimal emission quantity, the manager charges the polluter for fixing the 27 

emission on the optimal quantity. The payments from polluters include two parts: 28 

compensation for pollution damage and scarcity rent, corresponding to PC policy and PIEA 29 

policy. For more details, see SI. 30 

An optimal control-based model, has been widely applied in dynamic pollution regulation 31 

(Biglaiser et al., 1995; Moledina et al., 2003). This method could account for the optimal 32 

objective under a dynamic equilibrium situation. We consider the policy maker and 33 
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 10 

enterprises as two types of players in the modeling process. The policy maker focuses on the 1 

entire social benefit. In this study, the social benefit is the total benefit for the study area from 2 

producing goods plus the environmental value. The environment value shall cover damages 3 

caused by pollution and services provided by the environment(Tietenberg and Lewis, 2016). 4 

Enterprises only focus on their own profits and do not want to take the external cost caused 5 

by discharging pollution to the environment voluntarily. Thus, policy the maker must take 6 

action to internalize the externality caused by pollution damage to the environment. 7 

The approach follows three-stage games of incomplete information. In the first stage, the 8 

policy maker offers a series of PIEA prices according to an area with several enterprises. In 9 

the second stage, enterprises take countermeasures. Increasing costs will decrease the 10 

enterprises’ profits after the PIEA policy has been implemented. Supposing that the 11 

enterprise is an ‘economic man’ who chases the maximum benefit; thus, the enterprise will 12 

take measures if the profit decrease is beyond the acceptable range. Two types of strategies 13 

are available to adopt by the enterprise: adjust the production output or raise the pollution 14 

reduction investment. The enterprise chooses the best suitable measure in accordance with 15 

the maximum profit principle. In the third stage, the policy maker decides which price will 16 

be taken for the benefits. The policy maker will measure the social benefit aimed at every 17 

price and choose the price that will maximize the social benefit. The detailed process is 18 

shown in Fig 2. 19 

 20 

Fig 2 Modeling process of IEA pricing 21 

The price model is based on the dynamic optimal control theory(Chiang, 2000). The 22 

modeling process refers to Biglaiser’s research(Biglaiser et al., 1995) and modifies several of 23 

the items to be applicable to a realistic situation. The process can be expressed with an 24 
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enterprise with two control variables, which are the production output       and the 1 

pollution reduction investment   , and one state variable, which is the facility running fee 2 

     . The enterprise’s optimal objective is to maximum enterprise profit. The policy maker 3 

has one control variable, which is the PIEA price     .  4 

The enterprise profit is equal to sales income deducted by production cost, pollution 5 

treatment cost, and possible expenditure additional pollution reduction investment.  6 

                                                                            (1) 

 7 

For the period from 0 to T, the discount rate is       . Assuming that the capital 8 

depreciation rate will not affect the result, the enterprise profit for a given time path is 9 

 
          

 

 

                           
(2) 

           10 

St.              . 11 

In this equation,   is the PC price  , the PIEA price   or    . 12 

According to optimal control theory, the enterprise profit Hamiltonian function is 13 

                                      (3) 

The optimal objective is maximum social benefit. The existing study defines social benefits 14 

as the income minus damages caused by emissions (Perman et al., 2003). The social benefit 15 

function considers the following parts:  16 

                                                                  

                  

(4) 

Given a perfect competition market, social benefit can be presented as the sum of discounted 17 

enterprises’ benefit minus the pollution damage, exclusive of emission taxes or profit from 18 

emission trading, since these represent only transfers between enterprises or between 19 

enterprises and the government (Biglaiser et al., 1995). 20 

Under a perfectly competitive market, the social benefit could be presented as the sum of the 21 

enterprise discount profit subtracted by the pollution damage. The revenue from PIEA is not 22 

calculated because this part is the transfer payment from the enterprise and government. At 23 

the same time, the social benefit cost function is               . Assuming pollution 24 

damage to environment is linear: 25 
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(5) 

In this equation,   is the marginal emission damage coefficient. 1 

For a period from 0 to T, the social benefit is 2 

 
                                      

  

 

 

 (6) 

The social benefit Hamiltonian function is 3 

                                      (7) 

In this study, the COD and NH3-N PIEA prices are set as two independent variables, which 4 

are all calculated in the emission cost. We use a subscript to distinguish COD and NH3-N. 5 

The bivariate pollutant extended model and the details of multiple polluters extending the 6 

model process are presented in SI. Further details are provided in SI. 7 

4.3 Scenarios 8 

In this study, we focus on three policies: the payment for initial emission allowance (PIEA) 9 

policy, pollution charge (PC) policy and total emission control (TEC) policy. The previous 10 

theory analysis has clarified the difference between PC and PIEA. PC means the polluter 11 

pays to compensate for the damage caused by the emissions. PIEA means the polluter pays 12 

scarcity rent for acquiring the environmental capacity property resource. For enterprises, both 13 

PIEA and PC are expenditures that have no difference. Both costs are also calculated as 14 

emission costs. The TEC policy is implemented as a penalty function(Weitzman, 1978), see 15 

in SI. 16 

We take a realistic situation as the baseline and set four scenarios. In scenario 1 (S1), only the 17 

PIEA policy is implemented. The scenario 1 setting is used to compare with the scenarios 18 

when PIEA is combined with PC. In scenario 2 (S2), PIEA and PC are implemented 19 

simultaneously, which is the simulation mimicking reality. The previous theory analysis 20 

discussed that PC requires compensation for the damage by emissions to the environment and 21 

PIEA requires scarcity rent to be paid for acquiring environmental capacity property 22 

resources. However, it is difficult to distinguish because it is an emission discharge cost 23 
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expenditure for the enterprise. The charge for the best emission amount is consistent with the 1 

compensation for emission damage and scarcity rent. The remaining part is the scarcity rent if 2 

the existing pollution charge is deducted. In scenarios 3 and 4 (S3, S4), the TEC policy is 3 

added based on scenarios 1 and 2 separately. The equations for the scenarios are as follows: 4 

Scenario 1: PIEA  5 

According to Equation (2), enterprise   profit is: 6 

 
                       

             
            

 

 

    
(8) 

The Hamiltonian function is: 7 

                       
             

                 (9) 

Scenario 2: PIEA+PC 8 

According to Equation (2), enterprise   profit is: 9 

 
                       

             
             

        
 

 

     
                

(10) 

The Hamiltonian function is: 10 

                       
             

             
        

     
                 

(11) 

Scenario 3: PIEA+TEC 11 

The function is the same as in scenario 1, and the TEC policy is implemented as a penalty 12 

function. 13 

Scenario 4: PIEA+PC+TEC 14 

The function is similar to scenario 2, and the TEC policy is implemented as a penalty 15 

function. 16 

4.4 Implementation algorithm 17 

The preceding paragraph describes the process of establishing an initial emission allowance 18 

pricing model and to develop the theoretical general model into the model is applicable for 19 

two pollutants based on realistic needs. The maximum value principle is the first-order 20 

necessary condition in the optimal control theory to obtain the optimal value, which is used to 21 

solve a constrained pan-extremes problem. In the theoretical model, we determine the 22 

analytical solution based on the maximum principle. 23 

According to formula A, the     value is determined by   . The expression of    is 24 

non-linear, therefore there is no analytical solution for    . This means that the maximum 25 



 1 
 2 
 3 
 4 
 5 
 6 
 7 
 8 
 9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 

 14 

value principle becomes no longer applicable to solve the partial differential equations. 1 

Although there is no analytical solution, we attempt to use software tools and algorithms to 2 

achieve its numerical solution. 3 

In this research, we employed the BFGS-PSO
†
 two-layer nestification algorithm to obtain 4 

the optimal object numerical solution(Møller, 1993; Poli et al., 2007) and take MATLAB 5 

software as the computational tool. We determine which PIEA price combination by    and 6 

   can achieve the optimal social benefit. We employed a two-layer nestification algorithm 7 

to solve the two optimal problems. 8 

 9 

Fig 3 Two-layer nestification algorithm 10 

As seen in Fig 3, the two-layer nestification algorithm is comprised of the optimal bottom 11 

layer and optimal top layer. We used the PIEA price    and    in the bottom layer to 12 

determine product quantity    and abatement investment   , which can achieve the 13 

enterprise optimal profit using the optimal pollutant discharging function. Next, we identified 14 

the top optimal PIEA price combination    and   , which can achieve the social benefit 15 

using the optimal bottom layer. The bottom layer uses the BFGS algorithm. The top layer 16 

uses the Particle Swarm Optimization algorithm. 17 

 18 

5. Data Collection 19 

                                                 
† BFGS: Broyden, Fletcher, Goldfarb, Shanno; PSO: Particle Swarm Optimization. 
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5.1. Data source 1 

The department implementing PIEA policy coincides with the administrative jurisdiction 2 

range. Thus, the PC and TEC policy implementing areas additionally correspond to the 3 

administrative jurisdiction range, dividing China to province and municipality level regions 4 

as sample sets. This study involves 31 regions in the mainland of China (provinces, 5 

municipalities, and autonomous regions). The data of the empirical simulation is based on the 6 

China Environmental Statistics Database in 2013. The data contain 3 categories, 39 industries, 7 

and 30,865 enterprises’ information on energy and raw material consumption information, 8 

production, and pollutant emission information. The study also employs the total pollutant 9 

emissions for each region from the Ministry of Environmental Protection Total Emission 10 

Reduction Database set in 2013, pollution charge standard for each region (latest standard), 11 

emission standard for each industry (latest standard), and gross profit rate for each industry in 12 

2013. 13 

 14 

5.2. Data processing 15 

The price model involves many other data, which cannot be obtained directly. Thus, the 16 

following parameters and coefficients are calculated based on existing samples: 17 

(1) Calculate the pollution discharge coefficients by establishing a model describing the 18 

correlations among polluter emissions and product output and presents the value of 19 

abatement investment(Biglaiser et al., 1995), then change it to a regression model with 20 

regression samples from the China Environmental Statistics Database in 2013. 21 

(2) The PIEA price model needs the treatment cost for each pollutant separately, but the 22 

facility running fee from the environmental statistics data is for all pollutants. We adopted the 23 

cost allocation approach to separate treatment costs for each pollutant(Wang, 2005). 24 

(3) Calculate each enterprise’s production cost, using the industrial average gross profit rate 25 

to calculate the enterprise product cost(Helfert, 2001). 26 

(4) After sample screening and trial calculation, we choose the function form and variables to 27 

establish the regression equation according to past studies(Friedler and Pisanty, 2006; 28 

Gonzalez-Serrano et al., 2005; Tsagarakis et al., 2003). Then, we obtain the marginal 29 

pollution treatment cost through the marginal treatment cost function(Dasgupta et al., 1996).    30 

(5) Calculate the marginal damage for the region. 31 

(6) TEC constrains the pollution quantity to each region every year. 32 
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The data and coefficients involved are as follows: production cost, treatment cost, cost 1 

allocation, emission coefficients, region pollutant emission target, pollution charge standard, 2 

pollution control investment, pollution treatment cost function, marginal treatment cost, and 3 

region marginal damage, see in SI. 4 

 5 

6. Results and Discussion 6 

6.1. Optimal social benefits 7 

The objective of the PIEA optimal model is to achieve maximum social benefit. Therefore, 8 

social benefit is the key point of focus in this study. The empirical simulation result shows 9 

the social benefit, as shown in Fig 4. The social benefit after charging the PIEA fee is 10 

approximately 50% of social benefit compared with baseline. The present model only 11 

considers pollutant emission damage to the environment and does not take into account the 12 

profit for pollutant emission reducing, such as ecological service function and effect on 13 

human health. 14 

 15 

 16 

Fig 4 Social benefit comparison between mean and baseline 17 

To clarify the difference in the social benefit in the four policy scenarios, we used the paired 18 

t-test to compare the results in Table 1. First, we tested S1–S2 and S3–S4 paired t-tests 19 

separately to determine whether the PIEA-only policy scenario and PIEA in combination 20 

with PC policy scenario can achieve equal social benefits. Table 1 shows the social benefit 21 

paired t-tests for the four scenarios. There is no significant difference observed for the social 22 

benefit in S1–S2 and S3–S4. Therefore, only the PIEA implemented and PIEA in 23 

combination with PC scenarios can achieve equal social benefit. Second, we performed 24 
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S1–S3 and S2–S4 paired t-tests to determine whether the TEC policy will affect the social 1 

benefit. When the TEC policy is implemented, there is a significant difference in social 2 

benefit with the scenario without the TEC policy. Looking back at the results in Fig 4, the 3 

social benefit in the scenario without the TEC policy is higher than the scenario with the TEC 4 

policy. This result indicates that the social benefit will decrease with the TEC policy.  5 

 6 

Table 1 Social benefit paired t-test 7 

Item Variable Obs MeanDiff t 

Social benefit 

S1–S2 31 3.258065 t = 0.3697 

S3–S4 31 20.09677 t = 0.1110 

S1–S3 31 130840.3 t = 2.0656** 

S2–S4 31 130857.2 t = 2.0663** 

 8 

 9 

6.2. Best pollutant emission 10 

Next, the best pollutant emission corresponding to the social benefit is shown. Fig 5 and Fig 11 

6 display the simulated annual emissions of the two pollutants on average for the four 12 

scenarios compared to the baseline.  13 

 14 

Fig 5 COD emission comparison between mean and baseline 15 
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 1 

Fig 6 NH3-N emission comparison between mean and baseline 2 

From Fig 5, we know that most of the regions’ emissions are decreased from the baseline, 3 

especially Yunnan, Gansu, Qinghai, Ningxia and Xinjiang, which are the top five regions in 4 

the emission depression percentage ranking. This result means that after being charged the 5 

payment for the initial emission allowance, the enterprises’ discharge costs increased, so the 6 

pollution from the enterprises in most regions decreased. Unexpectedly, Beijing, Shanghai, 7 

Jiangsu, Zhejiang, Fujian, Shandong, and Guangdong, had emission quantities greater than 8 

the baseline. We inferred that for most of the enterprises in the regions whose emission are 9 

greater than the baseline, if their marginal profit caused by pollutant emissions per ton are 10 

higher than the PIEA expenditure, then the enterprises choose to increase pollutant emissions. 11 

Another interesting finding in Fig 6 is that excluding Inner Mongolia, Hubei, Hunan, Tibet, 12 

Gansu, Qinghai, Ningxia, and Xinjiang, the NH3-N emissions after paying the PIEA fee show 13 

an increasing trend for the remaining regions. This result is probably due to the major 14 

pollution of enterprises in each region and the treatment facilities for major pollution. Some 15 

enterprises mainly emit COD, whereas the NH3-N generation quantity is lower than that of 16 

COD. Thus, the pollution treatment facility is primarily for COD and the NH3-N reduction is 17 

a synergistic effect (we can infer that the treatment facility is mainly aimed at allocating 18 

pollution treatment efficiency).  19 

In Table 2, we also list the S1–S2, S3–S4, S1–S3, and S2–S4 paired t-tests for the best COD 20 

and NH3-N emissions to discuss the differences between several scenarios. S1–S2 and S3–S4 21 

paired t-tests are for testing if the PC policy will affect best emission quantity. S1–S3 and 22 

S2–S4 paired t-tests are for testing if the TEC policy will affect the best emission quantity. 23 

S1–S2 and S3–S4 paired t-tests show that the best emission quantities have no differences 24 

whether PC is implemented or not. In other words, the best emission quantities are equal 25 
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regardless of the PC policy implementation. This result means both PIEA policy strategy and 1 

PIEA plus PC policy strategy will achieve similar best emission quantities. S1-S3 and S2–S4 2 

paired t-tests show that the TEC policy has a significant effect on the best emission quantity. 3 

The COD emission quantity with TEC is lower than that without the TEC policy. However, 4 

the effect of NH3-N emissions is not significant whether TEC is implemented. 5 

Table 2 Best pollutant emission paired t-test 6 

 7 

Item Variable Obs MeanDiff t 

Best COD 

emission 

S1–S2 31 10.15589 t = 0.9137 

S3–S4 31 49.16717 t = 1.3466 

S1–S3 31 3423.794 t = 2.0729** 

S2–S4 31 3462.806 t = 2.0980** 

Best NH3-N 

emission 

S1–S2 31 4361.168 t = 1.0016 

S3–S4 31 -7.652266 t = -1.6471 

S1–S3 31 4480.461 t = 1.0222 

S2–S4 31 111.641 t = 0.9029 

 8 

6.3. Initial emission allowance price 9 

The price is the key point of the PIEA policy. Fig 7 displays the price of the initial emission 10 

allowance in the four scenarios for each region. Comparing the price of the four scenarios, S1 11 

is higher than S2 and S3 is higher than S4. The result is related to the scenario setting. S1 and 12 

S3 only included the PIEA policy, while S2 and S4 included the PC policy in addition to 13 

PIEA. Reviewing previous discussion shows that the charge for the best emission quantity is 14 

constituted by damage compensation and scarcity rent. If the charge is deducted by the 15 

existing PC price, then the remaining part is the PIEA price. Next, the portion of the S1 price 16 

that is higher than S2 is the pollution charge. S3 is higher than S4 for the same reason. 17 
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 1 

Fig 7 COD initial emission allowance price of each region in S1–S4 2 

 3 

Fig 8 NH3-N initial emission allowance price for each region in S1–S4 4 

Interestingly, the initial allowance price of NH3-N in some regions was found to be zero, as 5 

shown in Fig 8. In the modeling process, we set the price of the COD and NH3-N initial 6 

allowance as two independent variables, to avoid duplicating charges to different pollutants 7 

discharged by the same enterprise under the existing synergistic control effect. When the 8 

enterprises adjust the output of product, the amount of pollutants will also be changed. 9 

Depending on the enterprise and the production process, some products discharge both COD 10 

and NH3-N contaminants, but the production process of others discharges a single 11 

contaminant, such as only COD or NH3-N. For products that discharge two contaminants 12 

simultaneously, if the enterprise adjusts the product output, the amount of both pollutants will 13 

change in a collinear trend. In this way, if adjust the emission of one pollutant, then the other 14 

associated pollutant emission will also be changed. For enterprises discharging two pollutants 15 

simultaneously, if charge is for one pollutant for emission control, the other associated 16 

pollutant emission will be under control also. Therefore, the model provides the simulation 17 

results: if most of the enterprises discharge COD and NH3-N simultaneously in one region, 18 
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then only charging for the COD emission allowance, or charging for NH3-N according to the 1 

ratio of NH3-N discharged by the only NH3-N emission enterprises to total NH3-N emission 2 

in the region, can achieve the region's optimal social benefit. This explains why the NH3-N 3 

price in some regions is lower than the COD price, or even zero. 4 

Next, the TEC policy effect on price is discussed. As shown in Fig 7 and Fig 8, the price 5 

trend of S3 and S4 considering the TEC policy are obviously different from S1 and S2. The 6 

COD price in S1 is higher than S3. Moreover, the COD price in S2 is higher than in S4. The 7 

NH3-N price shows an opposite trend, that S1 is lower than S3, and the NH3-N prices in some 8 

regions are zero. According to the principle of optimal social benefits, a model should charge 9 

treatment facilities producing major pollutants. When considering the TEC policy that is 10 

restricted by a target emission, the model calculation should determine the best emission 11 

quantities in close proximity to the emission target as principle. According to the best 12 

emission quantities in Fig 6, when pollutants emissions are beyond the restricted target, the 13 

beyond part will be “punished”. Thus, the NH3-N price considering the TEC policy is higher 14 

than that without the TEC policy. When the region’s total NH3-N emission is beyond the 15 

restricted target, the enterprises in the region must pay for NH3-N at a high price. Remember 16 

that the treatment facilities have a synergistic effect on COD and NH3-N, which means if the 17 

NH3-N emission is controlled, then COD will be controlled. So, if the enterprises pay for the 18 

NH3-N emission at a high price, then they could pay for COD at a low price.  19 

 20 

6.4 Difference of price for pollutants compared to the pollution charge 21 

If the difference of price for S1 and S2 is equal to the pollution charge fee, then we 22 

demonstrate the previous hypothesis: to achieve the best emission under the optimal social 23 

benefit, the cost paid by the enterprise should include the compensation for environmental 24 

damages and scarcity rents gained by the enterprises that are using the environmental 25 

capacity. However, in reality, only compensation for the environmental damage was charged, 26 

the scarcity rents were missed. The model setting in this research calculates the scarcity rents 27 

deducting the pollution charge, the PIEA policy compensates for the missing scarcity rents. 28 

To demonstrate that the differences between S1 and S2, S3 and S4 are caused by the 29 

pollution charge, we did paired t-tests for the difference of S1 minus S2 to the pollution 30 

charge, and S3 minus S4 to the pollution charge, as shown in Table 3. According to the paired 31 

t-test results,  S1 minus S2 and S3 minus S4 exhibit no significant difference with the 32 
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pollution charge. This condition suggests that the PIEA price for scenarios regardless of the 1 

PC policy always achieves the optimal social benefits. The empirical results support the 2 

PIEA theory that the price difference of S1–S2 and S3–S4 should be the PC price. 3 

Table 3 Difference in two scenarios’ emissions PIEA prices compared to the pollution charge 4 

price paired t-test 5 

Item Variable Obs MeanDiff t 

Difference of two 

scenarios’ COD PUER 

price with EC price 

S1–S2 with EC price 31 -0.0593548 t = -1.9816 

S3–S4 with EC price 31 -0.0487097 t = -1.2884 

Difference of two 

scenarios’ NH3-N PUER 

price with EC price 

S1–S2 with EC price 31 -0.1774194 t = -2.9543 

S3–S4 with EC price 31 -0.06 t = -1.5030 

From the result, we know that whether PIEA is implemented or PIEA in combination with 6 

PC, the two types of scenarios can achieve equal social benefits. We can infer that no matter 7 

what kind of policy, they achieve equivalent optimal social benefits. Therefore, in the PIEA 8 

and PC mixed policy, the combination policy can achieve the optimal social benefit in the 9 

current condition. Therefore, in this policy design, PIEA is complimenting a missing part of 10 

the optimal pollution charge rather than duplicating it with PC. 11 

In the model assumption, the investment will be placed in existing facilities if the enterprise 12 

decides to invest more to improve the treatment efficiency, which means improving the 13 

existing facilities, rather than adding new facilities. A disparity exists between the 14 

assumption and reality. Adding new facilities or processes is not easy. Many factors need to 15 

be considered when adding new facilities, such as the enterprise pollution generation quantity. 16 

The treatment process is constrained by the concentration if a new process is implemented in 17 

an existing structure or new structure. All of the problems should be discussed according to a 18 

concrete case, rather than a general summary. Thus, in the model assumption, the effects 19 

caused by investment improved the existing treatment facility efficiency. By employing this 20 

process, an enterprise for which the primary pollutant is COD (NH3-N is synergistic pollutant) 21 

chooses to improve the production output. Next, NH3-N generation will increase. However, 22 

the facilities aimed at NH3-N have not been improved. This factor will result in an NH3-N 23 
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emission increase. Thus, the result is a warning because of insufficient treatment capabilities. 1 

NH3-N emissions will increase after PIEA is implemented if new treatment facilities are not 2 

added. 3 

 4 

7 Conclusions and Policy Implications 5 

7.1. Conclusions 6 

We establish an optimal control-based model with COD and NH3-N, two independent 7 

pollutants variables, to calculate the initial emission allowance price in PIEA policy and 8 

simulate the results after the policy is applied. At the same time, we illustrate the impact of 9 

pre-existing policies on the performance of the PIEA policy. Using data containing 3 10 

categories, 39 industries, and 30,865 enterprises samples, we obtain the optimal social benefit, 11 

the best pollutant emissions, and the initial emission allowance price.  12 

First, because PIEA policy increases the enterprises’ discharging cost, most regions’ COD 13 

emissions are less than the baseline. However, there are exceptions, Beijing, Shanghai, 14 

Jiangsu, Zhejiang, Fujian, Shandong, and Guangdong, in which emission quantities are 15 

greater than the baseline. We inferred that in the case when the marginal profit caused by 16 

pollutant emissions per ton are higher than the PIEA expenditure, the enterprises choose to 17 

increase pollutant emissions. For the other case of water pollutants, the NH3-N emission 18 

shows an opposite trend. The simulation result is that excluding Inner Mongolia, Hubei, 19 

Hunan, Tibet, Gansu, Qinghai, Ningxia, and Xinjiang, the NH3-N emissions in the rest of 20 

regions are increased. We inferred the reason is that the pollution treatment facility is mainly 21 

for COD and the NH3-N reduction is a synergistic effect. 22 

Second, whether only the PIEA policy or PIEA combined with the PC policy, both types of 23 

policy can achieve equal optimal social benefits and best pollutant emissions. However, the 24 

initial emission allowance price in S1 that only implements the PIEA policy is higher than the 25 

price in S2, where PIEA is combined with the PC policy. By paired t-test, we inferred that 26 

there is no significant difference between the price difference between S1 and S2 and the 27 

pollution charge price. At the same time, the price of the NH3-N initial allowance in some 28 

regions was zero. We set the COD and NH3-N initial allowance prices as two independent 29 

variables to avoid the duplicated charges to different pollutants discharged by the same 30 

enterprise under the existing synergistic control effect. 31 
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Third, the COD emission quantity with TEC is lower than that without the TEC policy, 1 

Therefore, the TEC policy will be effective for pollutant emission control. At the same time, 2 

the TEC policy will also affect price. The TEC policy means that regions have their own 3 

target emissions, and when the emission is beyond the restricted target, the beyond part will 4 

be “punished”. Then, the pollutant beyond the restricted target will be charged a payment for 5 

IEA at a higher price than without the TEC policy. 6 

7.2 Policy implications 7 

In this study, the pricing method for initial allowance in the PIEA policy considers the 8 

existing pollution charge policy. When the PIEA policy has not been implemented, only a 9 

pollution charge is not sufficient to achieve the best pollutant emissions. In the pricing 10 

method designed, the initial allowance fee and the pollution charges are combined to achieve 11 

the best pollutant emissions. This study proves that under the pricing method designed, the 12 

PIEA policy is not a duplicate policy of the pollution charge, but rather a supplement to the 13 

existing pollution charge for achieving the best emission discharge. 14 

According the result that the social benefit after being charged the PIEA fee with TEC is 15 

lower than without it, we can infer that the social benefit will lose economic efficiency with 16 

the TEC policy. Although economic efficiency is lost under the TEC policy, it necessary for 17 

the areas whose pollutant emission increase after being charged the PIEA fee because the 18 

increment of pollutants will be higher than without the TEC policy. 19 

In reality, certain enterprises’ pollution treatment facilities are primarily for COD, and the 20 

NH3-N reduction is a synergistic effect. The simulation results indicate that under the 21 

assumption that enterprises invest in the existing facilities instead of adding new facilities, 22 

the NH3-N emission will increase because of insufficient treatment capability. Thus, the 23 

NH3-N emission will increase after PIEA is implemented if new treatment facilities are not 24 

added. The government should increase treatment facilities for NH3-N.  25 

The effect of economic policy is inclined to screen higher marginal benefit income 26 

enterprises which use emission allowances rather than reducing pollutant emissions. Some 27 

regions’ pollutant emissions will increase even if charged PIEA fees, meanwhile other 28 

regions’ pollutant emissions will decrease after being charged. Therefore, the policy maker 29 
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should take into consideration the appropriate time for launching a new policy in the whole 1 

nation because a new policy may induce an economic recession. 2 

 3 

7.3. Research limitation 4 

There are some inadequacies in this research. In the social benefit model, only the recovery 5 

cost method is used to calculate the damage caused by the pollutants discharged into the 6 

environment, and the damage to the ecological environment and human health is not 7 

considered. The heterogeneous pollutants effects on human health and ecological service is 8 

related to the place where the point source is located. The point source location belonging to 9 

which environmental function zone should be determined following the discharge standards 10 

and considering the effects of the pollution source on the humans living in the area and the 11 

surrounding ecological environment. Not enough information on the human living nearby 12 

and the ecological environment surrounding the pollution source were available to support 13 

calculations in this research. Therefore, we use the cost for removing pollutants discharged to 14 

the environment the pollutant damage effect instead of the costs to the ecological 15 

environment and to human health. Similarly, the income caused by the environmental quality 16 

improvement is not included. 17 

In the model assumptions, there are some simplified situations, such as when the firm 18 

determines its product output, they do not consider the market equilibrium of the product 19 

supply and demand, and keep the price stable. In the simulation of enterprises 20 

decision-making behavior, some details cannot be shown. There are three ways to reduce 21 

pollutant emissions for enterprises: promoting the production process technology, updating 22 

the end of pipe technology, and improving the efficiency of the existing facilities; but in the 23 

model, the emission reduction method is only the improvement of efficiency of the existing 24 

facilities, technological progress has not yet been considered. 25 

Due to lacking fixed investment data for pollutant treatment facilities, all the parameters 26 

involved in the pollution reduction cost in this study are based on the operating costs of the 27 

enterprises' pollution abatement facilities. The state variables in the model are the only 28 

present emissions reduction facility operating costs in this part. 29 

The empirical simulation result has finite precision because of model simplification and lack 30 

of data. The model has been simplified for curving the complicated realistic situation under 31 

certain hypotheses. Thus, in the future, we will take the pollutant emission effect on human 32 
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health and the ecological service function into consideration as components of the social 1 

benefit. 2 

 3 

Supporting Information  4 

Additional information includes details on data, modeling process, parameters and 5 

implementation algorithms. This material is available free of charge via the Internet at 6 

XXXX.  7 

Acknowledgments  8 

This research is supported by the Major Science and Technology Program for Water 9 

Pollution Control and Treatment (Grant No. 2013ZX07603004). We would like to thank Dr. 10 

SHI Guang-Ming, Ms. WU Yue-Ying, Ms. YANG Wen-Jie, Dr. HE Pan, and Dr. GUO 11 

Huan-Xiu for fruitful discussions. We would also like to thank the editor and anonymous 12 

reviewers who took the time to read our articles carefully and present professional and 13 

detailed advice.14 



 1 
 2 
 3 
 4 
 5 
 6 
 7 
 8 
 9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 

 27 

Reference 1 

Andrew Muller, R., Mestelman, S., Spraggon, J., Godby, R., 2002. Can Double 2 

Auctions Control Monopoly and Monopsony Power in Emissions Trading 3 

Markets? Journal of Environmental Economics and Management 44(1), 4 

70-92.DOI: 10.1006/jeem.2001.1195. 5 

Bi, J., Zhou, G.M., Zhang, B., Ge, J.J., 2007. Pricing the Payment for Initial Emission 6 

Allowance. Environmental Protection(13), 51-54.DOI: 7 

10.14026/j.cnki.0253-9705.2007.13.012. 8 

Biglaiser, G., Horowitz, J.K., Quiggin, J., 1995. Dynamic pollution regulation. 9 

Journal of Regulatory Economics 8(1), 33-44.DOI: 10.1007/BF01066598. 10 

Bovenberg, L., Goulder, L.H., Gurney, D.J., 2005. Efficiency Costs of Meeting 11 

Industry-Distributional Constraints Under Environmental Permits and Taxes. 12 

The RAND Journal of Economics 36(4), 951-971.DOI: 10.3386/w10059. 13 

Burtraw, D., Palmer, K., Bharvirkar, R., Paul, A., 2001. The Effect of Allowance 14 

Allocation on the Cost of Carbon Emission Trading Resources for the Future, 15 

Washington, D.C. 16 

Cason, T.N., 1993. Seller incentive properties of EPA’s emission trading auction. 17 

Journal of Environmental Economics and Management 25(2), 177-195.DOI: 18 

10.1006jeem.2000.1143. 19 

Chiang, A.C., 2000. Elements of Dynamic Optimization. Waveland Press Inc, Illinois. 20 

Coggins, J., Swinton, J., 1996. The Price of Pollution: A Dual Approach to Valuing 21 

SO2 Allowances. Journal of environmental economics and management 30(1), 22 

58-72.DOI: org/10.1006/jeem.1996.0005. 23 

Dasgupta, S., Huq, M., Wheeler, D., Zhang, C., 1996. Water Pollution Abatement by 24 

Chinese Industry Cost Estimates and Policy Implications. pp. 547-557. 25 

del Río González, P., 2007. The interaction between emissions trading and renewable 26 

electricity support schemes: An overview of the literature. Mitigation and 27 



 1 
 2 
 3 
 4 
 5 
 6 
 7 
 8 
 9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 

 28 

adaptation strategies for global change 12(8), 1363-1390.DOI: 1 

10.1007/s11027-006-9069-y. 2 

Dijkstra, B.R., Haan, M., 2001. Sellers' hedging incentives at EPA's emission trading 3 

auction. Journal of Environmental Economics and Management 41(3), 4 

286-294.DOI: 10.1006rjeem.2000.1143. 5 

Eddy, I.M., Tchobanoglous, G., Stensel, H.D., Tsuchihashi, R., Burton, F., 2014. 6 

Wastewater engineering: treatment and Resource recovery. Eds. George 7 

Tchobanoglous, et al. ,. McGraw-Hill Education, New York City. 8 

Fare, R., Grosskopf, S., Pasurkajr, C., 2007. Environmental production functions and 9 

environmental directional distance functions. Energy 32(7), 1055-1066.DOI: 10 

10.1016/j.energy.2006.09.005. 11 

Friedler, E., Pisanty, E., 2006. Effects of design flow and treatment level on 12 

construction and operation costs of municipal wastewater treatment plants and 13 

their implications on policy making. Water Res 40(20), 3751-3758.DOI: 14 

10.1016/j.watres.2006.08.015. 15 

Fullertona, D., Metcalf, G.E., 2001. Environmental controls, scarcity rents, and 16 

pre-existing distortions. Journal of Public Economics(80), 249-467.DOI: 17 

10.3386/w6091. 18 

General Office of the State Council, 2014. Guiding Opinions of the General office of 19 

the State Council on Further Promoting the Pilot program for the Paid Use and 20 

Trading of Emission Rights (in Chinese), in: General Office of the State Council 21 

(Ed.). General Office of the State Council,, Beijing. 22 

Gonzalez-Serrano, E., Rodriguez-Mirasol, J., Cordero, T., Koussis, A., Rodriguez, J., 23 

2005. Cost of reclaimed municipal wastewater for applications in seasonally 24 

stressed semi-arid regions. Journal of Water Supply Research and 25 

Technology-Aqua 54(6), 355-369. 26 



 1 
 2 
 3 
 4 
 5 
 6 
 7 
 8 
 9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 

 29 

Goulder, L.H., 2013. Markets for Pollution Allowances: What Are the (New) Lessons? 1 

Journal of Economic Perspectives 27(1), 87-102.DOI: 10.1257/jep.27.1.87. 2 

Goulder, L.H., Hafstead, M.A.C., Dworsky, M., 2010. Impacts of alternative 3 

emissions allowance allocation methods under a federal cap-and-trade program. 4 

Journal of Environmental Economics and Management 60(3), 161-181.DOI: 5 

10.1016/j.jeem.2010.06.002. 6 

Goulder, L.H., Parry, I.W.H., Williams, R.C., Burtraw, D., 1999. The 7 

Cost-effectiveness of Alternative Instruments for Environmental Protection in a 8 

Second-best Setting. Journal of Public Economics(72), 329-360. 9 

Gu, H.P., 2007. Research on the Paid Use of Environmental Capacity, School of 10 

Economics. Zhe Jian University, Hangzhou. 11 

Hartwick, J.M., 1977. Intergenerational equity and the investing of rents from 12 

exhaustible resources. The american economic review 67(5), 972-974. 13 

Helfert, E.A., 2001. Financial analysis: tools and techniques: a guide for managers. 14 

McGraw-Hil, New York. 15 

Huang, T.C., Wu, B.T., 2004. Appraisal models of Emission Permits Deals Based on 16 

Costs and Profits (in Chinese). Shanghai Management Science(6), 34-36. 17 

Karl, H., 1992. The Politics and Economics of Auction Design in the Market for 18 

Sulfur Dioxide Pollution. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 11(4), 19 

553-572.DOI: 10.2307/3324955. 20 

Li, S., 2015. Better Lucky Than Rich? Welfare Analysis of Automobile License 21 

Allocations in Beijing and Shanghai. Cornell University. 22 

Liu, G., Wang, H.M., Qiu, L., Liu, G.F., 2012. Research on Nash-Bargaining Pricing 23 

Model of Initial Discharge Permit of Lake Basin Industry: A Case Study of 24 

Textile and Printing Industry in Taihu Lake Basin of Jiangsu Province (in 25 

Chinese). China Population, Resources and Environment 22(10), 78-85. 26 



 1 
 2 
 3 
 4 
 5 
 6 
 7 
 8 
 9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 

 30 

Loosdrecht, M.C.M.v., Nielsen, P.H., Lopez-Vazquez, C.M., Brdjanovic, D., 2016. 1 

Experimental Methods in Wastewater Treatment. IWA Publishing, London. 2 

McCarthy, J.E., Copeland, C., Parker, L., Schierow, L.-J., 2007. Clean Air Act: A 3 

Summary of the Act and Its Major Requirements, Clean Air Act: a summary of 4 

the act and its major requirements. Congressional Research Service. 5 

Milliman, S.R., Prince, R., 1989. Firm incentives to promote technological change in 6 

pollution control. Journal of Environmental Economics and Management 17(3), 7 

247-265.DOI: doi.org/10.1016/0095-0696(89)90019-3. 8 

Moledina, A.A., Coggins, J.S., Polasky, S., Costello, C., 2003. Dynamic 9 

environmental policy with strategic firms: prices versus quantities. Journal of 10 

Environmental Economics and Management 45(2), 356-376.DOI: 11 

10.1016/s0095-0696(02)00055-4. 12 

Møller, M.F., 1993. A scaled conjugate gradient algorithm for fast supervised 13 

learning. Neural networks 6(4), 525-533.DOI: 10.1.1.294.6699. 14 

Muller, R.A., Mestelman, S., Spraggon, J., Godby, R., 2002. Can double auctions 15 

control monopoly and monopsony power in emissions trading markets? Journal 16 

of Environmental Economics and Management 44(1), 17 

70-92.doi.org/10.1006/jeem.2001.1195. 18 

Napolitano, S., Stevens, G., Schreifels, J., Culligan, K., 2007. The NOx Budget 19 

Trading Program: A Collaborative, Innovative Approach to Solving a Regional 20 

Air Pollution Problem. The Electricity Journal 20(9), 65-76.DOI: 21 

10.1016/j.tej.2007.09.005. 22 

Parry, I.W.H., 1997. Environmental Taxes and quotas in the presence of distorting 23 

taxes in factor markets. Resource and Energy Economics 19(3), 203-220.DOI: 24 

doi.org/10.1016/S0928-7655(96)00012-7. 25 

Patwardhan, A.D., 2008. Industrial waste water treatment. PHI Learning Pvt. Ltd. 26 



 1 
 2 
 3 
 4 
 5 
 6 
 7 
 8 
 9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 

 31 

Perman, R., Ma, Y., McGilvray, J., Common, M., 2003. Natural Resource and 1 

Environmental Economics, 3rd ed. Pearson Education Limited, Harlow. 2 

Poli, R., Kennedy, J., Blackwell, T., 2007. Particle swarm optimization. Swarm 3 

intelligence 1(1), 33-57.DOI: 10.1007/s11721-007-0002-0. 4 

Popp, D., 2003. Pollution Control Innovations and the Clean Air Act of 1990. Journal 5 

of Policy Analysis and Management 22(4), 641-660.DOI: 10.1002/pam.10159. 6 

Tietenberg, T., Lewis, L., 2016. Environmental and natural resource economics. 7 

Routledge, London. 8 

Tsagarakis, K.P., Mara, D.D., Angelakis, A.N., 2003. Application of cost criteria for 9 

selection of municipal wastewater treatment systems. Water, Air, and Soil 10 

Pollution 142(1), 187-210.DOI: 10.1023/A:1022032232487. 11 

Wang, J.N., 2005. A Research on the Theory and Methodology of Pollution Charge 12 

— Scheme Design and Impact Analysis for China, School of Environment. 13 

Tsinghua University, Beijing. 14 

Watanabe, R., Robinson, G., 2005. The European Union Emissions Trading Scheme 15 

(EU ETS). Climate Policy 5(1), 10-14.DOI: 10.1080/14693062.2005.9685537. 16 

Weitzman, M.L., 1978. Optimal Rewards for Economic Regulation. The American 17 

Economic Review 68(4), 683-691. 18 

Xia, D.J., Sun, R., Ren, Y.L., 2010. Study on Evolutionary Stable Strategy of 19 

Government and Enterprise in Emission Right Pricing (in Chinese). Technology 20 

Economics 29(3), 23-27. 21 

Xiao, J.W., Luo, Y.F., Zhao, Y.Y., Chao, Y., 2001. Game Analysis on Selling Initial 22 

Permits by Action (in Chinese). Journal of Huazhong University Science and 23 

Technology (Natural Science Edition) 29(9), 37-39.DOI: 24 

10.13245/j.hust.2001.09.013. 25 

Ye, W.L., Wang, D., Wen, Y.L., 2011. Payment for Initial Emission Allowance 26 

Policy in Jiang Su Province Tai Hu Lake Basin Perfomance Assessment (in 27 



 1 
 2 
 3 
 4 
 5 
 6 
 7 
 8 
 9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 

 32 

Chinese). Environmental Pollution & Control 33(8), 95-98.DOI: 1 

10.15985/j.cnki.1001-3865.2011.08.022. 2 

Yu, L.J., Hou, B.F., Zhang, X., 2012. Research on Water Pollutants Initial Emission 3 

Rights Pricing Stratety (in Chinese). Environmental Pollution & Control 34(3), 4 

101-109.DOI: 10.15985/j.cnki.1001-3865.2012.03.006. 5 

Zhang, Y.L., Yu, H., Ding, Y.Y., Zhang, Y., 2015. Analysis on the Key Issues of the 6 

Payment for Emission Allowance and Trading (in Chinese). Environmental 7 

Protection(10), 40-42.DOI: 10.14026/j.cnki.0253-9705.2015.10.007. 8 

Zhang, Z., 1996. Marginal opportunity cost (MOC) pricing-the theoretical framework 9 

of natural resources pricing (in Chinese). Journal of Natural Resourdes 11(2), 10 

107-112.10.11849/zrzyxb.1996.02.002. 11 

Zöttl, G., 2011. On optimal scarcity prices. International Journal of Industrial 12 

Organization 29(5), 589-605.DOI: 10.1016/j.ijindorg.2011.01.002. 13 

 14 



  

Supplemental Bibliography
Click here to download Supplemental Bibliography: Supplementary Material Revision.docx

http://ees.elsevier.com/jclepro/download.aspx?id=836120&guid=63e1ce6f-2673-453b-aaad-67555a034538&scheme=1


A

O
W*

E*

t*

MAC MD

BC

cost

emission quantity

Figure 1



�������	�
�� 

���
�	�������� ����������
����������

����	��
�����

����������

	���������������

��������
�����������������

���������	�� ����������	����
�������

����	�����	�

��

����������� 
�	�����������
������

true

false

false

true

������������������
	���	���

�
�����������

����	����������
���
�	������

Figure 2



�� ������	
tauCk, tauNk

k=1,…,n
i=1,…m

	
�	�����	���
���
��
P(i,k) k=1,…,n�i=1,…m

	
�	�����	��
X(i,k), I(i,k)

tauCk, tauNk P(i,k)

W(i,k)

X(i,k), I(i,k)

tauCk, tauNk

i=1,…m

��������	
	
��
W(i,k)

�	
�� 
���
	
��� �

�	��	��� 
���
	
��� �

Figure 3



0.0E+00

5.0E+04

1.0E+05

1.5E+05

2.0E+05

2.5E+05

3.0E+05

3.5E+05

Sh
an

do
ng

Ji
an

gs
u

Zh
ej

ia
ng

G
ua

ng
do

ng
H

ei
lo

ng
jia

ng
 

H
eb

ei
Li

ao
ni

ng
Sh

an
xi

Sh
an

gh
ai

 
H

en
an

Sh
aa

nx
i

Ti
an

jin
A

nh
ui

H
un

an
H

ub
ei

 
Ji

lin
X

in
jia

ng
Si

ch
ua

n
In

ne
r 

M
on

go
lia

G
ua

ng
xi

Fu
jia

n 
Ji

an
gx

i
G

ui
zh

ou
Y

un
na

n
G

an
su

C
ho

ng
qi

ng
H

ai
na

n
N

in
gx

ia
B

ei
jin

g
Q

in
gh

ai
Ti

be
t

So
ci

al
 b

en
ef

its
 c

om
pa

ris
on

 b
et

w
ee

n 
m

ea
n 

an
d 

ba
se

lin
e 

(m
ill

io
n 

 C
N

Y
)

Mean Baseline

Figure 4



0.0E+00

2.0E+04

4.0E+04

6.0E+04

8.0E+04

1.0E+05

1.2E+05

1.4E+05

1.6E+05

Zh
ej

ia
ng

Ji
an

gs
u

G
ua

ng
do

ng
Sh

an
do

ng
H

eb
ei

H
en

an
G

ua
ng

xi
H

un
an

Si
ch

ua
n

Fu
jia

n 
X

in
jia

ng
Sh

an
xi

A
nh

ui
Ji

an
gx

i
H

ub
ei

 
Y

un
na

n
Sh

aa
nx

i
Li

ao
ni

ng
H

ei
lo

ng
jia

ng
 

Ji
lin

N
in

gx
ia

G
an

su
G

ui
zh

ou
Sh

an
gh

ai
 

C
ho

ng
qi

ng
In

ne
r 

M
on

go
lia

Ti
an

jin
H

ai
na

n
Q

in
gh

ai
B

ei
jin

g
Ti

be
t

C
O

D
 e

m
is

si
on

 co
m

pa
ris

on
 b

et
w

ee
n 

m
ea

n 
an

d 
ba

se
lin

e 
(to

ns
)

Mean Baseline

Figure 5



0.0E+00

5.0E+03

1.0E+04

1.5E+04

2.0E+04

2.5E+04

Sh
an

do
ng

H
eb

ei
G

ua
ng

do
ng

Ji
an

gs
u

H
en

an
A

nh
ui

H
un

an
Zh

ej
ia

ng
Li

ao
ni

ng
Sh

an
xi

Si
ch

ua
n

H
ub

ei
 

Sh
aa

nx
i

G
ua

ng
xi

Fu
jia

n 
Ji

an
gx

i
H

ei
lo

ng
jia

ng
 

In
ne

r 
M

on
go

lia
X

in
jia

ng
Y

un
na

n
C

ho
ng

qi
ng

Ji
lin

Ti
an

jin
G

ui
zh

ou
Sh

an
gh

ai
 

G
an

su
N

in
gx

ia
H

ai
na

n
Q

in
gh

ai
B

ei
jin

g
Ti

be
t

N
H

3-
N

 e
m

is
si

on
 co

m
pa

ris
on

 b
et

w
ee

n 
m

ea
n 

an
d 

ba
se

lin
e 

(to
ns

) 

Mean Baseline

Figure 6



0.0  
0.5  
1.0  
1.5  
2.0  
2.5  
3.0  
3.5  
4.0  
4.5  
5.0  
5.5  

Zh
ej

ia
ng

 
Ji

an
gs

u 
Li

ao
ni

ng
 

X
in

jia
ng

 
Fu

jia
n 

 
Sh

an
do

ng
 

H
ai

na
n 

G
ua

ng
do

ng
 

H
ub

ei
  

Ti
an

jin
 

H
eb

ei
 

A
nh

ui
 

H
en

an
 

Ji
an

gx
i 

C
ho

ng
qi

ng
 

In
ne

r M
on

go
lia

 
Ti

be
t 

B
ei

jin
g 

G
ui

zh
ou

 
Si

ch
ua

n 
H

ei
lo

ng
jia

ng
  

Sh
an

gh
ai

  
G

an
su

 
Ji

lin
 

Sh
aa

nx
i 

Sh
an

xi
 

H
un

an
 

Yu
nn

an
 

N
in

gx
ia

 
G

ua
ng

xi
 

Q
in

gh
ai

 

C
O

D
 in

iti
al

 e
m

is
si

on
 a

llo
w

an
ce

 p
ric

e 
(1

04  C
N

Y
/to

n)
 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 

Figure 7



0.0  
0.5  
1.0  
1.5  
2.0  
2.5  
3.0  
3.5  
4.0  
4.5  
5.0  
5.5  

Zh
ej

ia
ng

 
Ji

an
gx

i 
H

eb
ei

 
Sh

aa
nx

i 
Ti

be
t 

Ti
an

jin
 

Sh
an

gh
ai

  
G

ua
ng

do
ng

 
Fu

jia
n 

 
H

en
an

 
H

ei
lo

ng
jia

ng
  

B
ei

jin
g 

H
ub

ei
  

H
ai

na
n 

G
ui

zh
ou

 
Si

ch
ua

n 
G

ua
ng

xi
 

H
un

an
 

N
in

gx
ia

 
G

an
su

 
Q

in
gh

ai
 

Li
ao

ni
ng

 
Yu

nn
an

 
Sh

an
xi

 
In

ne
r M

on
go

lia
 

Ji
lin

 
Ji

an
gs

u 
A

nh
ui

 
Sh

an
do

ng
 

C
ho

ng
qi

ng
 

X
in

jia
ng

 

N
H

3-
N

 in
iti

al
 e

m
is

si
on

 a
llo

w
an

ce
 p

ric
e 

(1
04  C

N
Y

/to
n)

 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 

Figure 8


