Online Appendix
Tab. 1 Leakage rates  are determined by fitting the cumulative leaked fraction (LF) value of the exponential leakage model with  against the Alcalde et al. (2018) LF values: ,  and  The P50 (P05) values indicate that 50% (5%) of the calculated cumulative leaked fraction or leakage rate values are larger than the displayed value. Worst-case leakage estimates in this article utilize the P50 leakage rate .
	 
	Alcalde et al. Leaked Fraction (LF) Values
	Leakage Rates li - Exponential Leakage

	Scenario
	Time
	P50 value LF
	P05 value LF
	Time
	P50 value li
	P05 value li

	 
	(yr)
	(%)
	(%)
	(yr)
	(%/yr)
	(%/yr)

	'Well-Managed' Sites
	t1=100
	0.156
	0.358
	1-100
	l1=0.00156
	l1=0.00359

	
	t2=1,000
	0.888
	2.96
	100-1,000
	l2=0.000817
	l2=0.00294

	
	t3=10,000
	8.18
	25.71
	1,000-10,000
	l3=0.000850
	l3=0.00296

	'Poorly-Managed' Sites
	t0=1
	0.202
	0.521
	0-1
	lwc=0.202
	lwc=0.522

	
	t1=100
	6.41
	16.5
	1-100
	l1=0.0662
	l1=0.180

	
	t2=1,000
	8.05
	20.0
	100-1,000
	l2=0.00184
	l2=0.00398

	
	t3=10,000
	22
	32.6
	1,000-10,000
	l3=0.00171
	l3=0.00153
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Let  be the time of a CO2 injection pulse and  the time at which CO2 prices hit the backstop marginal cost level. The sequestration pulse is given by , the leakage flux entailed after the sequestration pulse is given by table 1 with  for ,  for  and for , the carbon price is assumed as  for  and as  for .
Then the analytical solution of the effectiveness of temporary CO2 storage  is:









Furthermore, the differential equation describing the injection pulse response of the compensation payment fund  of figure 1 is given by:

Thus, for any  and for , the fund evolves as:




If , the last three lines equate zero and the upper integration bound of the first line (the term ) is substituted by . For , the lines are adjusted according to the same logic.	
Note that the term  equates  for figures 3 & 4 (a) & (b) and 3% for (c) and (d).
