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Figure 3 Progresses and challenges in meeting emission targets of
NDCs alongside economic development.

Figure 1 CO, emission trends and emissions-mitigation target range of COP15.

A series of emission reduction targets, such as the goals established at
COP15, have focused primarily on territorial emissions and thus to some
extents have ignored the global trading system and “carbon leakage” among
countries.
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& The economic growth rates of Norway, Croatia, and Japan in
2010-2020 were 14.8%, 19.5% and 3.6%, and emissions in
these countries dropped by 9.1%, 20.9% and 14.2%,
respectively. Their economies will grow largely by 25.2%,
31.4% and 12.4% under SSP2 (middle of the road), whereas
their emissions will need to fall by a further 61.8%, 34.2% and
30.7% to meet their NDCs for the next stage (2020-2030).

Scientific Questions and Framework

1. Have countries achieved the COP15 targets? Territorial or consumption-based?

Energy Intensity

2. What drives the changes in their carbon emissions behind the achievement of Failing group Halfway group Achieving group
la b c
targets? What are the differences across the groups? el : T
o i | Between 2010 and 2020, ener - - -
| | . Tl e bl Cal | B rs. 1.4 ||Between 2010 and 2020, energy Discussion and Conclusion
3. What challenges will countries face in the next stage? voonsonn | TETHEE @r [ %r?% |nt|en5|ty f cogtr!;outezd GVmEdlag
values of 16.5% 5.6%, an
4 -40% - . . / . /
Achievement of Copenhagen - o 23.3% (with interquartile range .
- i o S o3 % Looking back: The study compared the
| : TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTmTmmmmmmmmmooooommmomoooo-oo | 0% 1~ - T 16.7%~29.6% and 15.6%~27.2%) actual net carbon emissions of countries to
: Dynamic assessment of emission : | : 40% - 1SS| I I th . . . .
: reduction targets across countries : : Population GDP per capita : 2o 1 it ] to emissions redug:thn In falllng’ Policies their 2009 plEdgEd emission reduction
| | | S | Fogerzabel 27 gefy . ; é il halfway and achieving groups, faroets set during the C o Climat
: + + I : [11C : . I ] 0% - +é-} o - = = &T{_ - b o N . n Im
. Territorial Consumption- : | _emissions I;i‘:j’glrael Energy mix : 2000-2010 | é o : @ - respecnvely' arge S >€L auring the Lopennhage ate
: emissions based emissions : | — : 40% - ' Summit.
| ! : Energy Emission ! . :
i Emission feductin trge (0 i5 L mtens“yb cocllictens | Energy Structure Trade Moving forward: The study mentions that
. ‘ reduction from I | Disparities by groups | 60% - :
Policy : S P Y SO : e , - the countries that struggled the most to
Assessment | i - || Population || Consumtion |[* Carbon | | ol | : | : It was noted that the halfway meet their COP15 targets are likely to
: . ‘[ Consumption per capita || intensity ||, 2010-2020 %1 =< . s group and achievin g group Pathways
: : ' -based C t P d t : ) -20% - ) . . o e I I
| : | emissions ncte et || demonstrated more significant encounter even bigger challenges in the
| 2 2 | 2 2 s | improvements in energy intensity future as they face even greater demand
Next stage: nationally determined B0% T and more SPbStantlal Progress in for energy as their economies further
contributions (NDCs) SR reducing reliance on coal. expand and develop
________________________________________________________________________________________ SEONAR :
: Economic " Comparative | : Qc,o‘zqi\ ot Q/Qe,@*
l — th 2030 targets Analvsi | @
i = qn v — = —— | It is vital to differentiate between actual territorial emission reductions and
' SSP2 ; ! . . . . .
i —{ Population Reduction efforts Fselﬁlrﬁgs | Figure 2 Contributions of different factors to changes in ) _ o . . o
S i a CO, emissions in various groups. potential outsourcing activities by accounting for consumption-based emissions.




	幻灯片编号 1

