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Framework for assessing perceived feasibility of, and barriers « Many governments and non-state actors have pledged to achieve
to, deep mitigation net-zero greenhouse gas emissions, raising questions about the
feasibility of these decarbonization goals.
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o) The risk of each barrier is determined by its probability (of acting
as/becoming a barrier) and impact (on hindering the feasibility of
Proposition 1: feasibility is probabilistic, not binary, and thus, achieving carbon neutrality).
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« The key barriers reflecting the unique national condition of

Japan are also identified, including the limitations of national More details please check herel '.'JEI'IEIU

strategies and clean energy supply.
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