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Appendix 2: Detailed information about
countries’ pledges
This appendix gives detail on the pledges of the 13 largest countries, how those pledges have
been classified in the Emissions Gap Report analysis and what the different modelling groups’
estimate their emissions to be. Note that many groups also analysed the pledges of smaller
countries, particularly other Annex I countries, but they are not detailed here due to their small
impact on the global emission levels that are the focus of the Emissions Gap Report.

Australia
Australia has proposed to decrease its emissions by 5% and up to15 or 25% below 2000.
Adoption of the most ambitious target of 25% is conditional on the agreement of a global deal
“capable of stabilising greenhouse gases in the atmosphere at 450 ppm CO2 or lower”. If a
global deal is agreed that falls short of the 450 ppm objective but under which “major developing
economies commit to substantially restrain emissions and advanced economies take on
commitments comparable to Australia's”, Australia will reduce emissions by up to 15%.
Otherwise the 5% target will be implemented, unconditionally. Australia also has a pledge to
reduce emissions to 60% below 2000 levels.
Major uncertainties in the allowed emissions in 2020 under the proposed target are (see Figure
A1):
•

Conditionality of the more ambitious end of the range, in particular the legal status of
other countries’ commitments required for Australia to move to a more ambitious target
than the unconditional 5% reduction.

•

Accounting for LULUCF: Australia is a particularly complicated case with different rules
negotiated in the Kyoto Protocol. For the first KP commitment period Australia can
include deforestation emissions in the base year (1990), because it had a net source of
emissions from the Land Use Change and Forestry sector1. Some Parties have
proposed deleting this provision, Australia wishes to retain it. One modelling group, the
Climate Action Tracker, has assumed these provisions will be maintained, leading to the
higher emission limits in 2020 shown in the chart. Other general accounting for LULUCF
in 2020 would also have a major influence on the effective emission limit for Australia.
Adding both issues to the least ambitious pledge could result in an effective limit for
emissions excluding LULUCF above the 2005 level in 2020.

1 This is stated in Article 3.7 of the Kyoto Protocol
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FIGURE A1. HISTORICAL EMISSIONS AND PLEDGES ACCORDING TO DIFFERENT
MODELLING GROUPS FOR AUSTRALIA



(&

  $$! $

% .*)#
3,,

 

21,

%%! 
##
% %#%'

2,,

%%#%$

11,



1,,

 

01,

# %


0,,


/1,

%#$!

/,,

#!%%)$%

.1,

 $!


.,,
-44,

.,,1

.,.,
&$ $$$&$&

.,.,
 ! %! 
"

.,.,
! %! 
"



Notes on chart:
1. Modelling groups whose names appear in grey, have either not explicitly modelled this country’s pledge or, in the
case of Climate Interactive and Peterson Institute, have been excluded from this chart because they use historical
data from global assessments of specific greenhouse gas emissions to ensure global consistency (CDIAC for fossil
fuel CO2 emissions and Houghton, 2006 for land use CO2 emissions) rather than country submissions to the
UNFCCC. In some cases there are differences in the range of 10% or more between these data sources and country
submissions.
2. The estimate of the Climate Action Tracker includes emissions from deforestation in the base year.
3. AVOID has modelled Australia’s pledge but only including LULUCF emissions, finding emissions of 400 MtCO2e in
the unconditional case, with an estimated 100 MtCO2e from LULUCF.
4. Unfortunately, the author team of this report did not collect groups’ data base emissions in 2000, which would be
relevant for the Australia case.
5. Note that the BAU projections were not used in groups’ own calculations regarding the impact of the pledge (since
those are calculated off of a base year), but have been collected from the modelling groups for comparison.
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Brazil
Brazil has announced to reduce its emissions by about 36% to 39% compared to forecasted
emissions in 2020. Brazil provided specific goals for a number of actions related to
deforestation, agriculture and energy. The actions will be implemented in accordance with the
principles and provisions of the UNFCCC. Brazil earlier provided a detailed national climate
change plan that covers all relevant sectors (energy, forestry & agriculture, industry, waste and
transport). The most important measure is a plan to reduce the deforestation rate in the Amazon
region by 80% between 2005 and 2020.
Major uncertainties in the emissions in 2020 under the proposed target are (see also Figure A2):
•

Conditionality: The target will be implemented “in accordance with the principles and
provision of the UNFCCC.” In this assessment we have assumed that this pledge is an
unconditional pledge, i.e. not conditional on financing, however, this is a source of
uncertainty.

•

Emissions from deforestation: Major parts of the emissions and reductions come from
(reducing) deforestation, which is inherently difficult to monitor and control, although
Brazil has implemented an elaborate deforestation monitoring system. This explains the
large uncertainty of group’s estimates of 1990 and 2005 emissions.

FIGURE A2. HISTORICAL EMISSIONS AND PLEDGES ACCORDING TO DIFFERENT
MODELLING GROUPS FOR BRAZIL
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Notes on the chart:
1. Modelling groups whose names appear in grey text have not explicitly modelled Brazil’s pledge (including LULUCF
emissions). One group, PBL, also modelled the impact of further emissions reductions possible in Brazil from the
implementation of further domestic policy in the country, those results are not reflected in this chart.
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Canada
Canada has pledged to reduce its emissions by 17% below 2005 levels (assumed excluding
emissions from the LULUCF sector), which mirrors the target proposed by the USA. That pledge
is conditional on the passing of domestic legislation. Up until the announcement under the
Copenhagen Accord, Canada had proposed to decrease its emissions to 20% below 2006 by
2020, which was more ambitious. In the long term Canada has proposed to reduce emissions to
60-70% below 2006 by 2050.
Major uncertainties in the allowed emissions in 2020 under the proposed target are
•

Conditionality: Canada states that the target will be aligned with that of the USA
enacted in its legislation. As the USA has not passed legislation, this target is taken to
be conditional in this assessment. In this assessment, the unconditional case for
Canada, which is needed to compute the pledge cases in Chapter 3, is assumed to be
the business-as-usual emissions trajectory of that country as projected by the modelling
groups. This could be considered as an upper bound, as Canada my implement policies
to deviate from this level.

•

Accounting for LULUCF: Canada has very large forest areas and therefore potentially
large uptake of CO2, hence accounting rules for LULUCF can make a large difference.

FIGURE A3. HISTORICAL EMISSIONS AND PLEDGES ACCORDING TO DIFFERENT
MODELLING GROUPS FOR CANADA
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Notes on chart:
1. Modelling groups whose names appear in grey, have either not explicitly modelled this country’s pledge or, in the
case of Climate Interactive and Peterson Institute, have been excluded from this chart because they use historical
data from global assessments of specific greenhouse gas emissions to ensure global consistency (CDIAC for fossil
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fuel CO2 emissions and Houghton, 2006 for land use CO2 emissions) rather than country submissions to the
UNFCCC. In some cases there are differences in the range of 10% or more between these data sources and country
submissions.
2. Note that the business-as-usual projections were not used in groups’ own calculations regarding the impact of the
pledge (since those are calculated off of a base year), but have been collected from the modelling groups for
comparison. In Canada’s case we have used the business-as-usual projections in order to calculate the two
‘unconditional’ cases in Chapter 3.
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China
China proposed three elements under the Copenhagen Accord: to lower its carbon dioxide
emissions per unit of GDP by 40-45% by 2020 compared to the 2005 level, increase the share
of non-fossil fuels in primary energy consumption to around 15% by 2020 and increase forest
coverage by 40 million hectares and forest stock volume by 1.3 billion cubic meters by 2020
from the 2005 levels. These actions are, for the purposes of this assessment report, assumed to
be unconditional.
In addition, China is implementing a domestic energy efficiency target (-20% per unit of GDP
from 2006 to 2010) and various other measures with effect on greenhouse gas emissions. Also,
specific programs or action plans are being formulated for the upcoming 12th Five-Year Plan
period (2011-2015), taking into account the objectives to meet its pledges under the
Copenhagen Accord, and as part of the domestic strategies for building a sustainable and lowcarbon society on a medium- and long-term basis. Three modelling groups (Climate Action
Tracker, PBL and Project Catalyst) have assessed the impact of domestic policies and
published them in their respective reports.
Major uncertainties in the allowed emissions in 2020 under the proposed target are (see also
Figure A4)
•

Quantifying actions submitted to the Copenhagen Accord: China did not provide an
official quantification of emissions as a result of its actions. Various research groups
have quantified them. There is a significant variation in modelling groups’ assumptions
on the business-as-usual trajectory for China’s emissions (4.2 GtCO2e in 2020), which
translates into a wide range of expectations on the impact of China’s unconditional
pledge. Some groups have found that the target of 15% non-fossil energy adds
significant reductions over the intensity target.

•

Stronger actions or measures: Three modelling groups (Climate Action Tracker, PBL
and Project Catalyst) found that China moves toward the Copenhagen pledges with
strong implementation of nationally appropriate policies and measures in sync with its
response strategies that would be continued in the long run for realizing the low-carbon
and environmentally sound goals. The additional results of these studies are not
reported here.
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FIGURE A4. HISTORICAL EMISSIONS AND PLEDGES ACCORDING TO DIFFERENT
MODELLING GROUPS FOR CHINA
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Notes on chart:
1. Modelling groups whose names appear in grey have either not explicitly modelled China’s pledge, or, in the case of
Climate Strategies have only looked at CO2 emissions, and not CO2e which is compared here..
2. The high and the low unconditional case reflect modelling groups’ range of estimates for the unconditional pledge,
often dependent on different assumptions about GDP growth and about whether a 40% or 45% improvement in
emissions intensity is expected.
3. Three modelling groups (Climate Action Tracker, PBL and Project Catalyst) also modelled the expected emissions
resulting from domestic policies in China. These results are not reflected here.
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EU 27
The EU27 proposed to decrease emissions from 20 to 30% below 1990 by 2020 and to 80-95%
below 1990 by 2050. In the Copenhagen Accord the EU announced its most ambitious
reduction target for 2020 of -30% is conditional on a global and comprehensive agreement post2012 provided other developed countries commit to comparable reductions and developing
countries contribute according to their capacities.
Major uncertainties in the allowed emissions in 2020 under the proposed target are
•

Conditionality: Although the conditions of a comprehensive post 2012 agreement are
not met, the EU is currently discussing whether to increase its ambition level to 30%,
with LULUCF accounting to be added to this.

FIGURE A5. HISTORICAL EMISSIONS AND PLEDGES ACCORDING TO DIFFERENT
MODELLING GROUPS FOR EU 27
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Notes on chart:
1. Modelling groups whose names appear in grey, have either not explicitly modelled this country’s pledge or, in the
case of Climate Interactive and Peterson Institute, have been excluded from this chart because they use historical
data from global assessments of specific greenhouse gas emissions rather than country submissions to the
UNFCCC. They do this to ensure global consistency (CDIAC for fossil fuel CO2 emissions and Houghton, 2006 for
land use CO2 emissions). In some cases there are differences in the range of 10% or more between these data
sources and country submissions. The OECD data is excluded here since their analysis is focused on the EU free
trade area, not the EU member states, and is thus not comparable.
2. Note that the business-as-usual projections were not used in groups’ own calculations regarding the impact of the
pledge (since those are calculated off of a base year), but have been collected from the modelling groups for
comparison.
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India
India has pledged to “reduce the emission intensity of its GDP by 20 to 25% by 2020 in
comparison to the 2005 level. The emissions from the agriculture sector will not form part of the
assessment of emissions intensity."
India earlier announced a National Action Plan on Climate Change, which provides eight
national missions in key areas2. It provides several measures but only a few of them are
quantified in terms of resulting emission reductions. Most measures in the climate plan are
general, e.g. promoting public transport or a fuel switch in industry, and it does not provide an
overall baseline and mitigation scenario. However, detailed targets on the electricity sector are
contained in the 11th 5-year plan.
Major uncertainties in the allowed emissions in 2020 under the proposed target are (see also
Figure A6)
•

Quantifying actions submitted to the Copenhagen Accord: India did not provide an
official quantification of emissions as a result of its actions, nor did it provide forecasts of
its GDP growth. The modelling groups have attempted to quantify them and find a wide
range of forecasts on the business-as-usual and hence emissions impact of the pledge.
Using different data sources and future GDP growth rates, many modelling groups find
the proposed reduction in emissions per GDP to be close to the business-as-usual. In
the case where modelling groups found the emissions intensity target to result in higher
emissions than the business-as-usual some modelling groups took the business-asusual emissions level as the pledge, others (Climate interactive and Climate Action
Tracker) took the higher case.

•

Additional actions not in the Copenhagen pledge: India’s National Action Plan on
Climate Change includes additional actions that are not part of the pledge submitted to
the Copenhagen Accord. These could result in additional reductions. Three modelling
groups (Climate Action Tracker, PBL and Project Catalyst) looked at the impact of these
domestically announced policies in the country and reported those findings in their
publications. These are not reported here.

2 A summary document is available from the Ministry of Environment and Forests at
http://moef.nic.in/downloads/public-information/India%20Taking%20on%20Climate%20Change.pdf
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FIGURE A6. HISTORICAL EMISSIONS AND PLEDGES ACCORDING TO DIFFERENT
MODELLING GROUPS FOR INDIA
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Notes on chart:
1. Modelling groups whose names appear in grey have not explicitly modelled the India pledge.
2. The high and the low unconditional case reflect modelling groups’ range of estimates for the unconditional pledge,
often dependent on different assumptions about GDP growth and about whether a 20% or 25% improvement in
emissions intensity is expected.
3. Three modelling groups (Climate Action Tracker, PBL and Project Catalyst) also modelled the expected emissions
resulting from domestic policies in India. These results are not reflected here.
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Indonesia
Indonesia has submitted a pledge to the Copenhagen Accord to cut emissions by 26% by 2020
from "business-as-usual" (business-as-usual) levels. Earlier announcements noted that with
international support, Indonesia could cut its emissions by as much as 41%, although these
announcements have not been inscribed in the Copenhagen Accord. In this assessment we
have taken the 26% pledge as an unconditional pledge, and the 41%, if modelled by the
modelling groups, to be conditional.
Major uncertainties in the emissions in 2020 under the proposed target are (see also Figure A7)
Historical and future business-as-usual emissions from deforestation and peat:
Indonesia did not provide historical emissions and a business-as-usual projection with
the target. A number of studies used a business-as-usual as provided in a report of the
Indonesian government3. In that report 80% of the emissions come from deforestation
and peat, which have a high degree of uncertainty. There is a large discrepancy
between emissions levels assumed for Indonesia both historically and projected for the
business-as-usual (range of 1.2 GtCO2e in 2020).

•

FIGURE A7. HISTORICAL EMISSIONS AND PLEDGES ACCORDING TO DIFFERENT
MODELLING GROUPS FOR INDONESIA
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Notes on chart:
1. Modelling groups whose names appear in grey have not explicitly modelled the Indonesia pledge (including
emissions from the LULUCF sector).
2. Note the conditional pledge is one that many groups reported on but is not included in the country’s Copenhagen
Accord submission pledge
3 Indonesia’s greenhouse gas abatement cost curve. Dewan Nasional Perubahan Iklim, Indonesia. August 2010
http://www.dnpi.go.id/report/DNPI-Media-Kit/reports/indonesia-ghg_abatement_cost_curve/Indonesia_ghg_cost_curve_english.pdf
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The Emissions Gap Report (2010) – Appendix 2

Japan
Japan proposed to decrease emissions to 25% below 1990 by 2020 and to 80% below 2005 by
2050. The 2020 target is explicitly conditional on an effective international framework. Japan
has not proposed an alternative (unconditional) target for 2020. It is unclear as to whether the
2050 target is conditional or not.
Major uncertainties in the allowed emissions in 2020 under the proposed target are (see also
Figure A8)
•

Conditionality: In particular the absence of an unconditional target makes it difficult to
assess the likely emissions in 2020. For the pledge cases constructed in the Emissions
Gap Report, we have assumed the business-as-usual emissions as the unconditional
pledge, although this is likely to be an upper bound of expected emissions in 2020.

FIGURE A8. HISTORICAL EMISSIONS AND PLEDGES ACCORDING TO DIFFERENT
MODELLING GROUPS FOR JAPAN
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Notes on chart:
1. The results from the Peterson Institute for International Economics have been excluded from this chart since they
have modelled only a 20% reduction (resulting from an earlier pledge), not the latest 25%.
3. The OECD figures are based off of IEA data, rather than the UNFCCC submissions, hence the slightly different
emission levels in 2005.
2. Note that the business-as-usual projections were not used in groups’ own calculations regarding the impact of the
pledge (since those are calculated off of a base year), but have been collected from the modelling groups for
comparison. In Japan’s case we have used the business-as-usual projections in order to calculate the two
‘unconditional’ cases Chapter 3.
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Mexico
In its submission under the Copenhagen Accord, "Mexico aims at reducing its GHG emissions
up to 30% with respect to the business-as-usual scenario by 2020, provided the provision of
adequate financial and technological support from developed countries as part of a global
agreement."
Mexico has a detailed Special Climate Change Program up to 2012, which includes measures
and their effects on emissions. The resulting emission reductions up to 2012 are a first
unconditional step. This Program claims to be in line with an overall strategy to reduce
emissions by 50% by 2050, which assumes moderate reductions in the early years and more
ambitions reductions later. Funding is secured for the reductions up to 2012. For the purposes
of this assessment, where groups have not calculated the impact of these 2010-12 emissions
reductions to determine a unconditional pledge, we have calculated them using a simple
calculation of the BAU projection less 51 MtCO2e 4 which are expected from these early actions.
Major uncertainties in the allowed emissions in 2020 under the proposed target are
•

Conditionality: The 2020 pledge is conditional on financial support from developed
countries. It is, however, unclear how much financial support is needed to achieve the
2020 conditional target5. Over the next few years, the international community will have
to agree on eligibility criteria to qualify to support.

4 SEMARNAT. (2009). Programa especial de cambio climático 2008-2012. México D.F.: SEMARNAT.
http://www.semarnat.gob.mx/queessemarnat/politica_ambiental/cambioclimatico/Pages/pecc.aspx
5 A recent study from the National Institute for Ecology estimated an incremental CAPEX requirement of 88b by 2020.
http://www2.ine.gob.mx/descargas/cclimatico/Potencial_mitigacion_GEI_Mexico_2020_COP.pdf
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FIGURE A9. HISTORICAL EMISSIONS AND PLEDGES ACCORDING TO DIFFERENT
MODELLING GROUPS FOR MEXICO
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Notes on chart:
1. Modelling groups whose names appear in grey have not explicitly modelled Mexico’s pledge, and thus are
excluded from the chart.
2. Note that, as explained in the text, where the unconditional pledge was not provided, it has been calculated by the
assessment team based on a 51 MtCO2e emissions reduction on modelling groups’ business-as-usual projections.
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Russian Federation
The Russian Federation proposed to reduce emissions by 15-25% below 1990 by 2020,
conditional to appropriate accounting of LULUCF and major emitters taking legally binding
obligations. For the purposes of this assessment, the 15% pledge is therefore taken to be
unconditional, and the 25% to be conditional.
Major uncertainties in the allowed emissions in 2020 under the proposed target are
•

Conditionality: the conditions for the application of the target are unclear.

•

Accounting for LULUCF: Russia has very large forest areas and therefore large
potential CO2 update from them. Accounting for LULUCF can have significant impact on
reaching the target.

•

Carryover of allowances: Russia’s emissions are substantially below its Kyoto target.
Russia therefore has excess allowances. If these are carried over to be used in a
second commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol then the effective emissions limit for
Russia would be far less ambitious.

•

New surplus allowances: In addition, many modelling groups calculate Russia’s 2020
pledge to result in higher emissions than the business-as-usual projection, leading to
new surplus allowances generated over in 2020. In this assessment we have excluded
these surplus emissions allowances from the ‘strictly applied’ pledge cases presented in
the Emissions Gap Report, and included them in the ‘leniently applied’ pledge cases
only. The chart below, however, displays the excess emission allowances (shown by
results of unconditional and conditional pledges higher than the business-as-usual).

As displayed in the chart, many modelling groups find Russia’s unconditional pledge to result in
emissions levels higher than, or equal to, the business-as-usual projections. This leads to new
surplus emissions units of between 0.3-1.0 GtCO2e by 2020, for those groups that modelled it.
In the conditional case, most of those modelling groups find the emissions levels to be
approximately in line with business-as-usual projections.
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FIGURE A10. HISTORICAL EMISSIONS AND PLEDGES ACCORDING TO DIFFERENT
MODELLING GROUPS FOR THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION
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Notes on chart:
1. Modelling groups whose names appear in grey, Climate Interactive and Peterson Institute, have been excluded
from this chart because they use historical data from assessments of specific greenhouse gas emissions (CDIAC for
fossil fuel CO2 emissions and Houghton, 2006 for land use CO2 emissions) rather than country submissions to the
UNFCCC. In some cases there are differences in the range of 10% or more between these data sources and country
submissions.
2. Note that the business-as-usual projections were not used in groups’ own calculations regarding the impact of the
pledge (since those are calculated off of a base year), but have been collected from the modelling groups for
comparison.
3. In the instances that Russia’s pledge results in higher emissions than the business-as-usual projections, new
surplus emissions units are expected to be created. These are reflected in the ‘lenient’ rules cases presented in
Chapter 3, but not in the ‘strict’ rules cases.
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South Africa
South Africa has pledged to undertake mitigation actions which will result in a deviation below
the business-as-usual emissions growth trajectory of around 34% by 2020 and by around 42%
by 2025. This level of effort enables South Africa's emissions to peak between 2020 and 2025,
plateau for approximately a decade and decline in absolute terms thereafter. This undertaking is
conditional on a fair, ambitious and effective agreement in the international climate change
negotiations under the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change and its Kyoto Protocol
and the provision of support from the international community. For the purposes of this
assessment, South Africa’s pledge is taken to be conditional. For the unconditional case
displayed in Chapter 3, the business-as-usual projections were assumed due to the absence of
an official unconditional estimate, unless modelling groups had modelled something
separately6. However, the business-as-usual projections could be considered an upper bound
to the country’s emissions in 2020 given the NAMAs and domestic climate policies that the
country is expected to implement.
South Africa has provided a comprehensive study of long-term mitigation pathways and options
up to 2050 already in 20077. This served as a basis for this announcement. A policy process to
further define South Africa’s response to climate change is underway, and a Green Paper8
(policy discussion document) was issued for comment in late 2010.
Major uncertainties in the allowed emissions in 2020 under the proposed target are
•

Business-as-usual: An official business-as-usual was not provided with the pledge. As
displayed in the chart, modelling groups have used a significant range of business-asusual projections through to 2020 for their analyses, leading to significant uncertainty in
the impact of the pledge (range of 300 MtCO2e in 2020).

•

Conditionality: Further work is need to define how much financial support is needed to
achieve the conditional target.

6 Project Catalyst and AVOID have modelled unconditional pledges separate from the conditional pledge provided to the
Copenhagen Accord.
7 Long Term Mitigation Scenarios. Strategic Options for South Africa. Technical Summary, Scenario Building Team, Department of
Environment, Affairs and Tourism, Pretoria, South Africa. (2007)
8 RSA (Republic of South Africa) 2010. National climate change response green paper. Pretoria, Department for Environmental
Affairs. http://www.info.gov.za/view/DownloadFileAction?id=135920.
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FIGURE A11. HISTORICAL EMISSIONS AND PLEDGES ACCORDING TO DIFFERENT
MODELLING GROUPS FOR SOUTH AFRICA
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Note on chart: Modelling groups whose names appear in grey have not modelled South Africa’s pledge.
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South Korea
South Korea has pledged to reduce its emissions 30% below reference emissions in 2020,
which is 4% below the 2005 value.
Major uncertainties in the allowed emissions in 2020 under the proposed target are
Business-as-usual: An official business-as-usual was not provided with the pledge, but
an official business-as-usual exists in the national communication. As displayed in the
chart, modelling groups have used a significant range of business-as-usual projections
through to 2020 for their analyses (range of 200 MtCO2e in 2020), leading to significant
uncertainty in the impact of the pledge (range of 200 MtCO2e in 2020).

•

FIGURE A12. HISTORICAL EMISSIONS AND PLEDGES ACCORDING TO DIFFERENT
MODELLING GROUPS FOR SOUTH KOREA
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Note on chart: Modelling groups whose names appear in grey have not modelled South Korea’s pledge.
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United States of America
In the Copenhagen Accord, the United States of America announced to reduce its emissions
17% below 2005 levels in conformity with anticipated U.S. energy and climate legislation. Whilst
legislation is no longer under discussion in the Senate, the US has reaffirmed a 17%
commitment9. Legislation under discussion in the 111th Congress outlined a pathway of
reducing emissions to 30% in 2025, and to 42% in 2030, towards a goal of 83% by 2050, all
below 2005 levels. For the purposes of this report, this pledge is considered to be conditional on
passage of legislation.
Major uncertainties in the allowed emissions in 2020 under the proposed target are:
•

Conditionality: In particular the absence of an unconditional target makes it difficult to
assess the likely emissions in 2020. For the purposes of the unconditional cases shown
in Chapter 3 we have assumed BAU emissions as the unconditional pledge level,
although this is likely to be an upper bound of expected emissions in 2020, given that
there is action on state and regional levels, as well as regulatory vehicles to control
greenhouse gas emissions.

As displayed in the chart, there is some uncertainty amongst modelling groups about the BAU
emissions in 2020 (a range of 1.3 GtCO2e). Whilst this does not affect the emissions levels
resulting from the conditional pledge, it does impact the emissions levels resulting from the
unconditional pledge for which the business as usual estimate is used as a proxy, and is used in
the two ‘unconditional’ pledge cases in Chapter 3.

9 For example, see article with quote from Todd Stern in September 2010
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-09-03/u-s-affirms-17-climate-target-envoys-cite-progress-on-green-fund-.html
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FIGURE A13. HISTORICAL EMISSIONS AND PLEDGES ACCORDING TO DIFFERENT
MODELLING GROUPS FOR THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
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Notes on chart:
1. Modelling groups whose names appear in grey, Climate Interactive and Peterson Institute, have been excluded
from this chart because they use global historical data from assessments of specific greenhouse gas emissions to
ensure consistency (CDIAC for fossil fuel CO2 emissions and Houghton, 2006 for land use CO2 emissions) rather
than country submissions to the UNFCCC. In some cases there are differences in the range of 10% or more between
these data sources and country submissions.
2. Note that the business-as-usual projections were not used in groups’ own calculations regarding the impact of the
pledge (since those are calculated off of a base year), but have been collected from the modelling groups for
comparison. In the United States’ case we have used the business-as-usual projections in order to calculate the two
‘unconditional’ cases in Chapter 3.
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