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INTRODUCTION:

WHICH COUNTRY DOES HOW MUCH TO PROTECT

THE CLIMATE?

The Climate Change Performance Index (CCPI) is
an innovative instrument that enhances trans-
parency in international climate politics. On the
basis of standardised criteria the index evaluates
and compares the climate protection perfor-
mances of the 56 countries that, together, are
responsible for more than 90 percent of global
energy-related CO, emissions.’

The objective of the index is to increase the politi-
cal and societal pressure on those countries which
up to now have failed to take initiatives in climate

Table 1:

protection and which still neglect the importance
of the issue.

The overall results (table 1) clearly show which
countries have to go the longest way in order to
catch up. But even countries which are ranking
high have no reason to sit back and relax. On the
contrary, the results illustrate that even if all
countries engaged in the same manner, current
efforts would still be insufficient to prevent
dangerous climate change. If climate change
protection was an Olympic discipline, no country

Overall Results Climate Change Performance Index 2008

CCPI | Country Partial Score
Rank Trend Level Policy

CCPI | Country Score*| Partial Score
Rank Trend Level Policy

Sweden 65.6 --. Lithuania 55.9 ---
2 Germany 64.5 --l 21 Turkey 55.7 --.
3 Iceland 62.6 --. 22 Bulgaria 55.5 --.
4 Mexico 62.5 --. 23 Morocco 54.8 --.
5 India ZEM | 24 |Slovenia 54.2 _-.
6 Hungary 61.0 --. 25 | Czech Republic| 51.9 ---
7 United Kingdom| 59.2 --. 26 | Thailand 51.7 _--
8 Brazil 59.0 --- 27 Romania 51.5 ---
9 Switzerland 59.0 --. 28 | Algeria 50.5 =
10 |Argentina 58.5 --. 29 | Spain 50.1 _-.
11 Latvia 58.1 --. 30 Netherlands 50.1 _-.
12 | Belgium 57.9 --. 31 New Zealand 50.0 _-.
13 Portugal 57.9 --. 32 | Croatia 49.7 _--
14 Malta 57.8 --. 33 South Africa 49.5 --.
15 |Indonesia 57.6 --. 34 |lran 49.4 e | |
16 | Norway 57.6 --. 35 | Estonia 49.2 ---
17 Denmark 57.3 --. 36 Finland 49.1 ---
18 |France 56.8 --. 37 |Austria 48.7 — |
19 | Slovak Republic| 56.5 --. 38 |Belarus 47.8 ---

* rounded © Germanwatch 2007

" Included are industrialised countries and countries in
transition to market economies (Annex | countries of the
Framework Convention on Climate Change) and all coun-

*rounded © Germanwatch 2007

tries that cause more than one percent of the global CO,
emissions.



would deserve to climb the winner’s victory podi-
um. Moreover, some of them benefit from specific
external circumstances that can be considered for-
tunate from a climate change perspective.

For example, emissions reductions in some coun-
tries have mainly been caused by the breakdown
of ailing industries after the collapse of the USSR
or the replacement of inefficient coal industries.
And in some cases, as with front-runner Sweden,
a country’s energy supply mix is affected by its
advantaged initial position for the use of renew-
able energies.

CCPI | Country Score*| Partial Score
Rank Trend Level Policy

39 | Poland 47.2 ---
40 | China 47.0 _-.
41 | Italy 47.0 | p U
42 | Japan 46.9 ---
43 | Greece 46.8 _-.
44 Ireland 46.4 _-.
45 | Cyprus 46.0 _-.
46 | Singapore 45.4 _--
47 | Ukraine 44.7

48 Kazakhstan 44.6

49 Malaysia 44.2 _--
50 | Russia 43.9 .
51 Korea, Rep. 41.3 _-.
52 Luxembourg 39.2 _-.
53 | Canada 37.6 el .
54 | Australia 35.5 B 0
55 USA 334 e .
56 |SaudiArabia 30.0 —

*rounded © Germanwatch 2007

I Enmissions Trends (50% weighting)
[ Emissions Levels (30% weighting)
I Climate Policy (20% weighting)

In order to moderate the impact of these aspects
on the index score, the CCPI takes a country’s
changes in actual emissions - the emissions trend
- with a weighting of 50 percent and its climate
policy with a weighting of 20 percent into account.
Thereby, the index also reflects developments in
domestic climate policy. Governments that rest on
their laurels will have to face a drop in their posi-
tion in next year’s country ranking!

Moreover, a country’s current positive ranking
in the CCPI could not be maintained if the
government decided to increase the use of coal
due torising gas and oil prices and concerns about
energy safety. A strategy of this kind represents a
step back from sustainable climate policy and
shows its negative effects on a country’s index
score. Despite the significance of the emissions
trend for the evaluation, the absolute level of
emissions must not be neglected. A country’s
total energy-related CO, emissions reflect the
starting point for emissions reductions. Thus, the
index recognises that countries with initially low
emissions levels should not be punished for having
less capability for further reductions.

Particularly alarming is the poor performance of
most of the ten largest CO, emitters (table 2).
These countries account for more than 60 percent
of global CO, emissions. Their future willingness
and ability to pursue a sustainable climate policy
will therefore be an important requirement to
avoid a highly dangerous level of climate change.

Table 2:
Index ranking of the 10 largest
CO2 emitters

Country Share of Global CCPI Rank
CO, Emissions* | 2008 (2007)**

Germany 3.00 % (4)
India 4.23 % 5 9)
United Kingdom 1.95 % (4)
China 18.80 % 40 | (44)
ltaly 1.67 % 41 | (35)
Japan 4.47 % 42 (39)
Russia 5.69 % 50 (42)
Korea, Rep. 1.65% 51 (48)
Canada 2.02 % 53 (51)
USA 21.44 % 55 | (53)

© Germanwatch 2007 * energy related

**calculated with the most recent method
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Figure 1

World map: Climate Change Performance Index 2008

The world map shows that the countries at the
forefront of climate protection are still mainly
located in Europe, although by now also emerging
nations such as Mexico, Brazil and India belong to
the leading group of countries. However, not even
these countries deserve the classification "Very
Good", since their current level of performance
would not ensure the prevention of dangerous
climate change, even if it was adopted by the
remaining part of the world.

The Index only takes energy-related emissions
into account. Thus, all countries with an emission
share from land-use change higher than 10%
(hatched countries in the map) have a special re-
sponsibility to additionally reduce their emissions
in this sector. Especially Brazil (share of 80%) and
Indonesia (share of 45%) have to be supported in
their efforts.

The map clearly shows that in large parts of the
world, including e.g. Australia, Canada, the U.S.A.
and Russia, appropriate climate protection has
not been exercised yet. Particularly Australia’s cli-
mate policy has more and more deviated from the
necessary reduction targets as stated in the UN
Framework Convention on Climate Change after

the last eleven years of John Howard’s presidency.
Australiaincreased its energy related emissions by
42 percent between 1990 and 2005. The country
will only upgrade its position in the index if the
newly elected president Kevin Rudd will keep his
promises and realise a serious climate protection
agenda.
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Performance

|:| Very good

[ 1 Good

|:| Average

|:| Poor

- Very poor

|:| Not included in assessment

':I More than 10% of total emissions from land use changes,
which are not included in the index calculations

© Germanwatch 2007

e 3




1. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THE CCPI?

According to Article 2 of the UN Convention on
Climate Change, all of the countries considered in
the CCPI are obliged to prevent highly dangerous
climate change. This goal should be achieved in
compliance with the principle of common but dif-
ferentiated responsibilities of industrialised and
developing countries. The two-degree limit for
global warming? is of particular importance in this
context, since it was adopted by the EU as a quan-
titative target for its climate change policy on the
basis of several scientific studies. If the increase
of average global temperature stays below this
limit, the danger of uncontrollable major risks will
be significantly reduced?. The German Advisory
Council on Global Change (WBGU) therefore
recommends that international climate policy
must be targeted on ensuring a maximum CO»
equivalence level of 450 ppm (parts per million) in
the atmosphere in order to avoid exceeding the

two-degree limit*. This implies that by the middle
of this century, CO, emissions must be reduced
worldwide by 45 to 60 percent and in industrial-
ised countries by 80 percent as compared to the
levels of 1990.

The Climate Change Performance Index annually
compares how far different countries have come
on their way to this "Olympic Goal".

The trend in greenhouse gas emissions as well as
the climate policy of the countries can be analysed
and compared to each other at a glance.

The CCPI enhances transparency and we are glad
to see that it applies pressure on governments and
gives them an incentive to get active in the com-
bat against dangerous climate change.

2. How poEs THE CCPIl woRrk?

The CCPI contains three partial ratings that are
added up to form a differentiated picture of the
climate change performance of the evaluated
countries.

M First, it rates the per-capita emissions trend of
the previous years. The emissions are measured
in four economic sectors®: energy, transport,
residential and industry. Each sector is exami-
ned individually.

The evaluation of emissions trends provides 50
percent of a country’s final rating.

2 As compared to pre-industrial levels.

3 Already today a temerature increase of 0.75 degrees is
observable (IPPC, 2007a).

4 For comparison: In 1900, the CO, equivalent level in the
atmosphere was equal to 280 ppm, in 2005 it was 379
ppm (IPCC, 2007a).

Bl Second, it shows the absolute, energy-related
CO, emissions of a country® taking its particular
situation into account.

A country’s current emissions level is given a 30
percent weight in the overall evaluation.

M Third, it evaluates a country’s domestic as well
as international climate policy.
National and international climate policies account
for 10 percent each of a country’s total CCPl score.

5 Sectors according to the IPCC Guidelines for National
Greenhouse Gas Inventories.

6 The influence of deforestation on CO, emissions could
not be taken into account due to the uncertain data base.
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Since emissions trend and climate policies deter-
mine 70 percent of the final evaluation, a dedi-
cated climate protection policy over a couple of
years can lead a country to the top flight of the
ranking. However, a high position can only be
achieved if the present level of emissions is rather
low. After all, the current state accounts for
almost one third of the total score, which prevents
countries with very high emissions levels from
being rated too positively.

If, on the other hand, the current state was given
more weight, there would hardly be any changes
in the country ranking over the course of one or
two years, since absolute emissions adjust slowly.
Additionaly, it would take years until a country
with an unfortunate starting position benefits
from its committed climate policies in the CCPI
ranking.

The data used in the CCPI are provided by the
International Energy Agency (IEA), and they allow
for a thorough comparison between countries.
They are complemented by a qualitative assess-
ment of national and international climate policies
for each country which is based on interviews
with worldwide experts on climate change. In pre-
paration for the CCPI 2008, 63 experts reviewed
their government policies regarding climate pro-
tection. The NGO representatives commented on
the central measures that are taken to reduce
emissions within the sectors energy, transport-
ation, residential and industry. A progressive
climate policy therefore directly affects a coun-
try’s rating, while the actual impacts on emissions
trends often only become visible after a few years.
The individual indicators which are included in
the calculation of the CCPI are described in detail
on the following pages.

Emissions Trends

. by sector
Figure 2 Y
Electricity
Renewables
50%
International Aviation
Transport
Road Transport
Private Households Residential
Manufacturing and Construction Industry y
CLIMATE CHANGE
PERFORMANCE
L]
- index
arget - Performance
comparison of the per capita 2 008
emissions since 1990
A
CO; per Primary Energy Unit
o 0
Primary Energy Unit per GDP Emissions Level 30%
Primary Energy Unit per Capita
National Climate Policy
Climate Policy 20%

International Climate Policy

© Germanwatch 2007
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2.1 Emissions trend (50%)

Effective political or economic measures that
aim at reducing CO5 emissions ultimately have an
impact on the sectors they are targeting. Hence,
the CCPI quantifies the development of the trend
of CO, emissions in the energy, transport, resi-
dential and industrial sectors. More precisely, this
development is measured through a comparison
of the average emissions between the periods
1998-2000 and 2003-2005.7

For calculating CO5 emissions in the individual
sectors, the following indicators are used.

B Energy:
Emissions resulting from electricity generation
are evaluated in this sector. Since nuclear
power is a risky energy source®, nuclear energy
is evaluated with CO»5 risk equivalent per ener-
gy unit. These equivalents match the CO, emis-
sions of an efficient coal-fired power plant. This
is to avert a positive effect from the construc-
tion of new nuclear power plants in upcoming
CCPI editions. Furthermore, a country that
abandons nuclear energy only receives a good

Emissions Trends
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Figure 3

The figure shows the sectoral per-capita emissions
trends of the ten largest CO, emitters. The compar-
ison between target and actual performance is inclu-
ded (see "Weighting of trend indicators”). India has
the second best rank, primarily because its emissions
increased less than the allotted target, even though
it experienced a strong population growth.

7 Calculating with periods has the advantage that
extreme values are averaged.
8 Hohmeyer (1989).

rating if it substitutes its nuclear energy with
low-CO, alternatives. Because of its essential
importance for sustainable emissions reduc-
tion, the share of renewable energies is con-
sidered separately.

M Transport:
Here, the CO5 emissions from road traffic and -
according to the climate impact® - international
aviation are included.

B Residential:
In this sector, the energy used for the heating
of buildings is considered. It therefore reflects,
among others, the emissions that are caused by
heating and hot water supply of private house-
holds (if not electrically operated).

M Industry:
Here, the CO5 emissions from the manufactur-
ing and construction industries are included.

Weighting the Trend Indicators

The trend indicators account for 50 percent of the
CCPI score. This indicator category is divided into
two sets: First the raw data of the actual trend,
which accounts for 35 percentage points, and
second the comparison between a target trend
and the actual trend, which accounts for 15
percentage points. The "target-performance com-
parison" recognises the fact that the analysed
countries have different climate protection
responsibilities depending on their state of devel-
opment (see UN Convention on Climate Change,
Article 2).

The individual sectors' shares in the assessment of
the actual trend are determined by their relevance
for climate change. For example, the electricity
sector causes about 40 percent of energy-related
global CO5 emissions. The transport and the
industry sector account for 25 percent each and
the residential sector for 10 percent. These con-
tributions of different sectors to total global CO5
emissions are reflected in the weighting scheme
of the trend indicators (see figure 4 on the follow-

ing page).

The "target-performance comparison” is used to
adjust the assessment of the actual trend. It com-
pares the trend of actual per-capita CO5 emissions
between 1990 and 2005 with the "desired" target
trend for the same period. This desired target

9 The additional impacts of air traffic on the atmosphere
(e.g. through condensation trails) are taken into conside-
ration in the evaluation.
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trend was calculated with the approach "common
but differentiated convergence"'®. It is based on
the principle of "common convergence", assuming
all countries’ per capita emissions converge in the
long run, but "differentiated". "Differentiated"
means that developing countries would commit
to the same target as developed countries but at
some later point in time and conditional the devel-
oped country emission trajectory. Combining this
approach with a scenario’ (450 ppm CO5 equiv-
alence until 2050) that leads to a 50 percent
chance to stay below 2 °C global warming, gener-
ates the desired per-capita emissions for the most
recent year (2005) considered for every country.

As suggested by the WGBU'?, the development
path towards the 2°C limit is calculated according
to the principle of common but differentiated
responsibilities. Per-capita emissions of all coun-
tries gradually have to converge until the year
2050, hence industrialised countries need to
reduce their CO, emissions twice as fast as the
rapidly developing countries.

PERFORMANCE
L]
index
Figure 4
Should and Is
20% Performance
glilrpate Emissions
sy Trend Industry
Residential
0
Emissions A0 Road Transport
Level International Aviation
30% Electricity
Renewables

© Germanwatch 2007

In other words:

By making a target-performance comparison, the
CCPI grants temporary emission allowances to
fast developing countries without losing sight of
the ultimate objective to reduce CO, emissions.
Furthermore, it particularly rewards those coun-
tries that have reduced their emissions according
to or even beyond their Kyoto commitments since
1990.

2.2 Emissions Levels (30%)

The following table displays the share of the
ten largest CO5 emitters in terms of global CO,
emissions, gross domestic product (GDP), energy

consumption and population, and their rank in the
CCPI.

Table 3: Key Data for the 10 Largest CO, Emitters

CCPI Rank Share of Share of Global Share of Share of
Country 2008 (2007)* Global Primary Energy Global GDP Global

CO3 Emissions™** Supply Population
Germany 2 (4) 3.00% 3.02% 3.97% 1.28%
India 5 9) 4.23% 4.70% 6.16% 17.02%
United Kingdom 7 (4) 1.95% 2.05% 3.11% 0.94%
China 40 (44) 18.80% 15.18% 14.75% 20.39%
ltaly 41 (35) 1.67% 1.62% 2.79% 0.91%
Japan 42 (39) 4.47% 4.64% 6.36% 1.99%
Russian Fed. 50 (42) 5.69% 5.66% 2.53% 2.23%
Korea, Rep. 51 (48) 1.65% 1.87% 1.75% 0.75%
Canada 53 (51) 2.02% 2.38% 1.81% 0.50%
USA 55 (53) 21.44% 20.47% 20.13% 4.61%
Total 64.92% 63.97% 63.36% 50.62%

*calculated with the most recent method

10 Hohne et al. 2005.
1T Meinshausen 2005.
12 WBGU 2003b.

**energy related

© Germanwatch 2007
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The following indicators of emissions levels refer
to these key data.

A country’s CO5 emissions are seen in relation to
these factors. Moreover, the energy efficiency of
a country is assessed, resulting in the following
three emissions level indicators:

Emissions Level
80

~
o

[e)]
o

ul
o

40

30

20

10

0

o
0
4
E ® o o
E > ¢ . o
8 £ & g £ ©
o - (0] ©
£ =« g g8 0.
= w© Q L= o]
[ c <
o 5 © Y 2 & o
c = ]
=) w
c
)
w
w
=]
(24
© Germanwatch 2007
® = Emissions Level
Figure 5

The illustration above shows how the ten largest
CO, emitters rank with regard to their emissions
levels. India ranks at the top while Russia brings up
the rear in this assessment.

I CO, emissions per primary energy unit
I Primary energy consumption per unit of GDP

[ Primary energy consumption per capita

Weighting the Emissions Level

The emissions levels indicators account for 30
percent of the total CCPI score. The pie chart
below shows how they are considered in the over-
all assessment.

The selection and weighting of the three indica-

tors ensures that none of the four components in
this calculation are considered double.

Figure 6

20%
Climate
Policy

30%

CO, per Primary
Energy Unit

Emissions
Trend

50%

Emissions
Level

© Germanwatch 2007
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2.3 Climate policy (20%)

These indicators consider the fact that measures
taken for CO5 reduction often need several years
to show their full effect. Furthermore, the most
current CO5 emissions data are about two years
old since it takes time to attain a thorough col-
lection of information. However, the assessment
of climate politics includes very recent develop-
ments. It is thereby avoided that new govern-
ments which induce a change in climate policy
benefit or suffer from the consequences of the pre-
cedent administration.

A comprehensive annual research study which is
mainly based on an assessment by the country
experts provides an up-to-date evaluation of
national climate policy for each country with
regard to the different sectors energy, industry,
transport and residential. By taking a country’s
current climate policy into account, the CCPI
rewards political measures that entail emissions
reductions immediately. Both the evaluation of
a country’s domestic efforts and its role played
in international climate negotiations influence
the final ranking. Without a strong, internationally
coordinated climate policy, chances are low
that ambitious climate protection targets will be
achieved.

Weighting Climate Policy

The climate policy of the evaluated countries
accounts for 20 percent of the CCPI score. Here
national and international acitivities are weighted
with 10 percent respectively. At first glance, this
does not seem to be very much. Nevertheless, this
partial rating may significantly influence a coun-
try’s final result. While emissions levels can only
be lowered step by step - thus an improvement
of the balance takes some time - switching to a
responsible climate policy can improve the overall
evaluation much faster. For example, the United
States’ blocking of climate policy lowers its rank-
ing position significantly so that they are ranked
last on position 56. Germany, on the other hand,
has been playing a strong role in climate protec-
tion for years, and its evaluation benefits from
these constant efforts. Especially mentioned from
the experts, was the outstanding engagement
for more climate protection while Germany’s EU-
Presidency in 2007. If the U.S. government actu-
ally took a leading role in global climate politics as
claimed by President Bush, the country could im-

Climate Policy
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Figure 7

The figure shows how differently experts rated the
national and international climate policy of the ten
largest CO, emitters. China’s relatively good result is
remarkable. It can be explained by its recently strong
domestic and international engagement for renew-
able energy, the new climate protection regulations
in the transport sector and its nowadays relatively
constructive role in the UN climate negotiations.

prove by up to 20 positions. Moreover, this partial
rating is crucial for a country’s ranking in up-
coming editions of the CCPI because only an ac-
tive climate policy today enables the realization
of a lower level of CO, emissions in the future
and thereby the creation of a positive trend. The
effectiveness of a climate policy must be meas-
ured by its ability to affect emissions trends.

Figure 8
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3. COUNTRY COMPARISON: INDIA = CHINA

14

The proceeding industrialisation and the rapid
economic growth in China and to a lower extent in
India, substantially affect the development of
CO5 emissions in case that the growth is supplied
with energy from fossil fuel combustion. In both
countries, energy generation through fossil fuel
combustion has strongly increased along with
economic growth, particularly regarding the use
of coal. It is expected that coal-fired power plants
will continue to supply the growing energy
demand in future years. In fact, the two countries
together account for 72 percent of the anticipated
increase in the global demand for coal over the
time period from 2004 to 2030.™

Coal is the most CO5-intense fossil fuel, and the
projected rise of its share in the global energy mix
(without CO, capture and storage)' therefore
reflects a dangerous setback regarding global
climate protection. Even more if coal is not burned
as efficient as possible.

However, the per capita emissions in both coun-
tries are below the world average'® and in the case

of India much lower.

The development of effective climate policies in
emerging countries is of particular importance,

Table 4: China in the CCPI 2008

Indicator

since their state of industrialisation is character-
ised by significant investment decisions which,
for example, determine energy supply over a long
period of time.

That is why the examination of the positions of
emerging economies in the ranking and their con-
tributions to the dynamics of international climate
politics are of particular interest. The constructive
cooperation of industrialised and newly industri-
alising countries is a necessary requirement for
the realisation of an effective global climate pro-
tection strategy.

The CCPI recognises the special economic situa-
tion of newly industrialising countries by adjust-
ing the development paths that are considered in
the target-performance comparison, which is part
of the evaluation of emissions trends. India, for
example, as one of the top five countries benefits
from the fact that its strong population growth
has not been accompanied by a proportionally
strong rise in emissions. This circumstance posi-
tively affects per-capita emissions trends. The
observed increase of emissions turned out lower
than anticipated in the target scenario. Per capita
emissions in China are three times higher than in
India but do not yet exceed the "accepted level".

Score* Rank(1-56) Weight

Emissions Levels CO,, per Primary Energy Unit 13.2 50 15.0%
Primary Energy per GDP Unit 74.0 35 7.5% 41
Primary Energy per Capita 93.1 7 7.5%
Sectoral Energy Electricity 23.2 55 8.0%
Emissions Renewables 13.4 30 8.0%
Trends Transport International Aviation 31.5 50 4.0% 53
Road Traffic 11.4 50 4.0%
Residential | Private Households 51.9 38 4.0%
Industry Manufacturing and Construction | 34.5 52 7.0%
Target Performance Comparison since 1990 55.6 20 15.0%
Climate Policy International 66.7 18 10% 7
National 85.1 8 10%
Total 47.0 100% 40

13 Energy Information Administration (2007).
14 It is becoming clear that the 450 ppm limit cannot be

maintained without this technology and its specific risks.

*Minimum: 0, maximum: 100 © Germanwatch 2007

15 World average is 4.22 t, India hast 1.05 t, China 3.89 t CO,
and the USA 20 t energy related emissions per capita.



Emerging countries can significantly improve their
index score through positive domestic impulses
and constructive contributions to international
climate policies.

The exemplary calculation shows that the CCPI
provides a differentiated analysis in each of the
three evaluation categories even for the difficult
position of emerging nations.

Generally, it is important that the final result of
the CCPl is calculated based on the average score,
not the average rank. The ranking only illustrates
the ordinal hierarchy of the countries’ perfor-
mances; it does not reveal information about how
strongly performances differ between two coun-
tries. This can only be obtained from the actual
scores. Consequently, the ranks regarding parti-
cular indicators may vary quite significantly from
the final result. Examples for single results that
have a major impact are the low primary energy
consumption of India and the comparatively posi-

Table 5: India in the CCPI 2008

tive rating of China’s policy. The also positive ra-
ting of China’s primary energy consumption per
capita is compensated by their high CO, emissions
per primary energy unit.

India’s ranking position benefits from different
indicators. Especially the target-performance
comparison and the primary energy use per capita
in India are outstanding.

China’s weaker position in the Index is due to the
poor performance in nearly all trend indicators.
China’s emissions growth between 1998 and 2005
was about 60 percent.’ However, the "Should-
Is-Indicator" shows that China did not exceed its
per-capita emissions allowance yet.

The relatively good grades for the national and
international policy for China give hope that the
Chinese delegation will engage constructively in
the negotiations at Bali and reach its ambitious
targets by increasing its energy efficiency.

Indicator Score* Rank(1-56) Weight Rank
Emissions Levels CO, per Primary Energy Unit 42.2 17 15.0%
Primary Energy per GDP Unit 84.8 19 7.5% 8
Primary Energy per Capita 99.4 2 7.5%
Sectoral Energy Electricity 55.1 42 8.0%
Emissions Renewables 12.2 34 8.0%
Trends Transport | International Aviation 55.2 39 4.0% 4
Road Traffic 66.1 12 4.0%
Residential | Private Households 56.1 30 4.0%
Industry Manufacturing and Construction | 67.7 24 7.0%
Target Performance Comparison since 1990 78.4 4 15.0%
Climate Policy International 47.7 41 10% 14
National 85.1 8 10%
Total 62.4 100% 5

16 |n the same time India raised its emissions about 32%.

*Minimum: 0, maximum: 100 © Germanwatch 2007

CLIMATE CHANGE
PERFORMANCE

index
2008

15



16

4. CLIMATE CHANGE PERFORMANCE INDEX

BY COUNTRY GROUP

The following tables show countries categorised
by groups which permit a comparison of emitters

with more or less similar basic conditions.

Table 6: Climate Change Performance Index for OECD Member Countries

Rank Country Score EN] Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Sweden 65.6 17 Denmark 57.3 39 Poland 47.2
2 Germany 64.5 18 France 56.8 41 Italy 47.0
g Iceland 62.6 19 Slovak Republic 56.5 42 Japan 46.9
4 Mexico 62.5 21 Turkey 55.7 43 Greece 46.8
6 Hungary 61.0 25 Czech Republic 51.9 44 Ireland 46.4
7 United Kingdom 59.2 29 Spain 50.1 51 Korea, Rep. 41.3
9 Switzerland 59.0 30 Netherlands 50.1 52 Luxembourg 39.2
12 Belgium 57.9 31 New Zealand 50.0 53 Canada 37.6
13 Portugal 57.9 36 Finland 49.1 54 Australia 35.5
16 Norway 57.6 37 Austria 48.7 55 USA 33.4
© Germanwatch 2007
Members of the Kyoto Protocol Without Kyoto Commitment Refused to Ratify the Kyoto Protocol
Table 7: Climate Change Performance Index for EU Member Countries
Rank Country Score EN Country Score Rank Country Score
1 Sweden 65.6 18 France 56.8 35 Estonia 49.2
2 Germany 64.5 19 Slovak Republic 56.5 36 Finland 49.1
6 Hungary 61.0 20 Lithuania 55.9 37 Austria 48.7
7 United Kingdom 59.2 22 Bulgaria 55.5 39 Poland 47.2
11 Latvia 58.1 24 Slovenia 54.2 41 Italy 47.0
12 Belgium 57.9 25 Czech Republic 51.9 43 Greece 46.8
13 Portugal 57.9 27 Romania 51.5 44 Ireland 46.4
14 Malta 57.8 29 Spain 50.1 45 Cyprus 46.0
17 Denmark 57.3 30 Netherlands 50.1 52 Luxembourg 39.2
© Germanwatch 2007
Table 8: Climate Change Performance Index for Countries in Transition
Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
6 Hungary 61.0 24 Slovenia 54.2 38 Belarus 47.8
11 Latvia 58.1 25 Czech Republic 51.9 39 Poland 47.2
19 Slovak Republic 56.5 27 Romania 51.5 47 Ukraine 44.7
20 Lithuania 55.9 32 Croatia 49.7 48 Kazakhstan 44.6
22 Bulgaria 55.5 35 Estonia 49.2 50 Russia 43.9

© Germanwatch 2007
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Table 9: Climate Change Performance Index for Newly Industrialising Countries

ET Country Score Rank Country Score EN Country Score
4 Mexico 62.5 23 Morocco 54.8 40 China 47.0
5 India 62.4 26 Thailand 51.7 46 Singapore 45.4
8 Braszil 59.0 28 Algeria 50.5 49 Malaysia 44.2
10 Argentina 58.5 33 South Africa 49.5
15 Indonesia 57.6 34 Iran 49.4

© Germanwatch 2007

Table 10: Climate Change Performance Index for ASEAN Member Countries plus India,
China, Japan and Korea, Republic

Rank Country Score Rank Country Score Rank Country Score
5 India 62.4 40 China 47.0 49 Malaysia 44.2
15 Indonesia 57.6 42 Japan 46.9 51 Korea, Rep. 41.3
26 Thailand 51.7 46 Singapore 45.4

© Germanwatch 2007

5. DEVELOPMENT AND APPLICATION OF THE CCPI

The Climate Change Performance Index (CCPI) was
introduced to a professional audience for the
first time at the 11th global climate summit in
Montreal 2005 (COP11 of the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change). The
feedback received from the international experts
was included in the final version. The growing
importance of the index was obvious in the fol-
lowing year at the COP 12 in Nairobi when jour-
nalists from around 70 countries reported on the
presentation of its second edition. On the occa-
sion of the G8 summit in Heiligendamm a special
edition of the index was published including an
updated assessment of the 13 participating coun-
tries.™

The CCPI, however, is not intended to be used
only by experts, but by everybody. It helps to shed
light on the shared responsibilities, kept and
broken promises, and encouraging first steps
towards effective international climate politics.

Since 2006, Germanwatch has been cooperating
with the rating agency oekom research. They use
the CCPI analysis for their sustainable country
ranking. We hope that the CCPI provides an incen-
tive to significantly intensify climate protection
efforts. We will continue to present the index
every year at the UN climate summit.

We would be pleased to give you more detailed
information about the possibilities with regard
to a specific analysis for a particular country.
Moreover, you are welcome to sign up to our
mailing list which provides information on further
developments of the CCPI.

If you are interested, please call
+49-228-60492-21 or send an e-mail to
burck@germanwatch.org.

15 The G8+5 Climate Change Performance Index can be downloaded from:

http://www.germanwatch.org/klima/g8ksi07.pdf.
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6. ANNEX: CALCULATION METHOD

The CCPI calculation method is based on an OECD
guidance for creating performance indicators.'®
For the standardisation of the partial indicators,
the method "distance from the best and worst
performers" was used;

actual value - minimum value

Score = 100

maximum value - minimum value

where the positioning is in relation to the global
maximum and minimum and the index takes values
between 0 (laggard) and 100 (leader). This method
of normalisation is often used by rating agencies
in the finance sector.

16 Freudenberg (2003).

The following formula was used for calculating the
final result of the CCPI:

1 =ZW,-X,- I: CCPI, X normalised variable

i=l
wi: weight of the X , ZW.- =1 and 0<w, <1,
=1

i:l,..., n.

.. Photo:Dietmar Piseschét
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GERMANWATCH

We are an independent, non-profit and non-govern-
mental North-South Initiative. Since 1991, we have
been active on the German, European and interna-
tional level concerning issues such as trade, environ-
ment and North-South relations. Complex problems
require innovative solutions. Germanwatch pre-
pares the ground for necessary policy changes in the
North which preserve the interests of people in the
South. On a regular basis, we present significant
information to decision-makers and supporters.
Most of the funding for Germanwatch comes from
donations, membership fees and project grants.

Our central goals are:

M Effective and fair instruments as well as eco-
nomic incentives for climate protection

B Ecologically and socially sound investments

B Compliance of multinational companies with
social and ecological standards

B Fair world trade and fair chances for developing

countries by cutting back dumping and subsidies
in world trade.

AT

You can also help to achieve these goals and become
a member of Germanwatch or support us with your
donation:

Bank fiir Sozialwirtschaft AG

BIC/Swift: BFSWDE31BER

IBAN: DE33 1002 0500 0003 212300

For further information, please contact one of our
offices:

Germanwatch - Bonn Office
Dr. Werner-Schuster-Haus
Kaiserstr. 201

D-53113 Bonn

Ph.: +49 (0)228 / 60492-0
Fax: +49 (0)228 / 60492-19

Germanwatch - Berlin Office
Vossstr. 1

D-10117 Berlin

Ph.: +49 (0)30 / 288 8356-0
Fax: +49 (0)30 / 288 8356-1

E-mail: info@germanwatch.org
or visit our website:
www.germanwatch.org

GERMANWATCH

Nl




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (None)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /DEU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [150 150]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


