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Tabel 3.1 Belangrijkste vitkomsten van de vier scenario’s.

Global Strong Transatlantic  Reaional
Ecanamy Eurnpe Market Communities

1571-2001 20022040 2002-2040 2002-2040 2002-2040

Mutaties per jaar in %
Bevolking 07 05 04 02 0,0
Arbeidsaanbiod 1.1 04 01 0o - 0.4
Werkgeleganhzid 0s 04 01 0o - 0.5
Arbeidsproductiviteit 149 21 15 19 1,2
Volume BBP {marktprijzen) 14 L6 1.6 19 07
BEP per haokd 1.9 21 12 17 07

) 15 8 I-5$ "5 -8, *..0
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Table SPM-3. Projected globally averaged surface warming and sea level rise at the end of the 21st century. {10.5. 10.6,
Table 10.7}

Temperature Change Sea Level Rise
(°C at 2090-2099 relative to 1980-1999)* (m at 2090-2099 relative to 1980-1999)

Model-based range

Case es?iems;te I_L;-ﬁzig excluding fuiure_ ra_p\d dynamical
changes in ice flow

e 2

B1 scenario 1.8 1.1-29 0.18-10.38

A1T scenario 24 14-38 0.20-045

B2 scenario 24 14-38 0.20-0.43

A1B scenario 28 1.7-44 0.21-048

A2 scenario 3.4 20-54 0.23-0.51

A1FI scenario 4.0 24-64 0.26 - 0.59

Table notes:

* These estimates are assessed from a hierarchy of models that encompass a simple climate model, several Earth Models of
Intermediate Complexity (EMICs), and a large number of Atmosphere-Ocean Global Circulaion Models (AOGCMs).

" Year 2000 constant composition is derived from AOGCMs only.
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The results are summarized in Table 21, Table 22, Table 23, Figure 52 and Figure 53.

For each scenario and each return period, the tables list the relative deviation (in
percent) of all indicators from the reference situation.
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