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Abstract
Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to analyze the scientific basis of the Paris climate agreement.
Design/methodology/approach – The analyses are based on the IPCC’s own reports, the observed
temperatures versus the IPCC model-calculated temperatures and the warming effects of greenhouse gases
based on the critical studies of climate sensitivity (CS).
Findings – The future emission and temperature trends are calculated according to a baseline scenario by
the IPCC, which is the worst-case scenario RCP8.5. The selection of RCP8.5 can be criticized because the
present CO2 growth rate 2.2 ppmy�1 should be 2.8 times greater, meaning a CO2 increase from 402 to 936
ppm. The emission target scenario of COP21 is 40 GtCO2 equivalent, and the results of this study confirm that
the temperature increase stays below 2°C by 2100 per the IPCC calculations. The IPCC-calculated temperature
for 2016 is 1.27°C, 49 per cent higher than the observed average of 0.85°C in 2000.
Originality/value – Two explanations have been identified for this significant difference in the IPCC’s
calculations: The model is too sensitive for CO2 increase, and the positive water feedback does not exist. The
CS of 0.6°C found in some critical research studies means that the temperature increase would stay below
the 2°C target, even though the emissions would follow the baseline scenario. This is highly unlikely because
the estimated conventional oil and gas reserves would be exhausted around the 2060s if the present
consumption rate continues.

Keywords Global warming, Greenhouse gas emissions, Baseline scenario, COP21,
Paris climate agreement

Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction
The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) is an
international environmental treaty dealing with the emissions, mitigation and adaption of
greenhouse (GH) gases. At the 21st conference in Paris, the representatives of 195 countries
reached a consensus and adopted the Paris Agreement, or COP21, on 12 December 2015
(21st Conference of the Parties). The COP21 went into effect on 4 November 2016. The
climate agreement was ratified by 160 countries by the end of August 2017. The Paris
agreement is now legally binding, but does not contain legally binding provisions that
would require countries to take domestic legal actions (Clemencon, 2016).

The warming effects of GH gases are not identical, but they can be converted into the
CO2 equivalent by using the Global Warming Potential (GWP) of each GH gas. GWP values
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are integrated over a 100-year timescale and therefore are not accurate measures of the
instantaneous warming effects (IPCC, 2013a). CO2 emissions are reported as gigatons of
carbon (GtC) or gigatons of carbon dioxide (GtCO2). The GtC values can be transformed into
GtCO2 by multiplying by 3.664. Equivalent CO2 (CO2eq) is the concentration of CO2 that
would cause the same level of radiative forcing (RF) as a given type and concentration of
GH gas. The major GH gases besides water and carbon dioxide are methane (CH4), nitrogen
oxide (N2O) and halogens.

The aim of the COP21 (2015) is to keep a global temperature increase below 2°C by 2100
and to drive efforts to limit the temperature increase to 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels. By
30 September 2016, 162 countries had submitted to the UN’s Climate Change Secretariat
(UNFCCC, 2016) intended nationally determined contributions (INDCs). According to
COP21, the GH gas emissions of the INDCs are 55 gigatons of carbon dioxide equivalent
(GtCO2eq) in 2030, which is not enough to keep the 2°C scenario. Therefore, the emissions
should be reduced to 40 GtCO2eq. In addition, the 1.5°C scenario demands that the emissions
be reduced further (COP21, 2016), as anticipated in the special report to be prepared by the
IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change) in 2018. The United Nations
Environment Program UNEP (2016) reported a slightly higher emission target for 2030,
namely, 42 GtGO2eq.

The INDC emission of 55 GtCO2eq can be compared to the total CO2 emissions of
36.3 GtCO2 in 2016. The CO2 emissions in 2014 were almost the same, namely, 36.2 GtCO2eq.
These emissions include China 10.6 GtCO2eq, the USA 5.3 GtCO2eq and the EU 3.4 GtCO2eq
(Le Quere, 2016). China’s emissions grow steadily, and they have not promised to reduce the
emissions before 2030. According to the report of theWorld Bank (EDGAR, 2017), the global
GH gas emission was 53.5 GtCO2 in 2012. That means that the present emissions are
practically the same as the INDC emissions of 55 GtCO2eq in 2030.

The COP21 also includes a financial statement that the industrialized countries promise
to deliver $100bn a year in aid to developing countries for climate-related projects prior to
2025.

Although there is a claim that the “climate change science is settled”, scientific studies of
the natural effects on global warming are still carried out and published. On the other hand,
some climate change experts have commented that the Paris Agreement is too weak and too
late to save our planet fromwarming above 2°C (Bowden and Independent, 2016).

The objectives of this article are to analyze the scientific basis of the Paris climate
agreement: first, based on the IPCC’s own reports; second, to analyze the observed
temperatures versus the IPCC model-calculated temperatures; and third, to analyze the
warming effects of GH gases based on the critical studies of climate sensitivity (CS).

2. The scientific basis of the Paris agreement
COP21 does not define the scientific basis of the agreement for the warming effects of the
anthropogenic emissions, but it refers to a scenario. The IPCC publication “Summary for
Policymakers: Mitigation of Climate Change” contributes to the objectives of the UNFCCC,
and it has specified this scenario. The exact specification of IPCC (IPCC, 2014) is:

Baseline scenarios, those without additional mitigation, result in global mean surface temperature
increases in 2100 from 3.7°C to 4.8°C compared to pre-industrial levels (range based on median
climate response; the range is 2.5°C to 7.8°C when including climate uncertainty).

Although the IPCC refers to multiple scenarios in the text above, the surface temperature
increase to the average value of 4.25°C means one scenario only. UNEP (2016) has specified
that “The baseline scenario reflects emission projections that assume no additional climate
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policies have been put in place from 2005 onwards.” The IPCC (2007a) has specified four
scenarios, and this article will findwhich scenario is closest to the baseline.

The term “scenario” in the COP21 has not been used according to its general
specification, which is a future situation developed and compared to the present with
selected conditions and terms. Using the year 1750 as a reference makes the temperature
increase look greater. Because of this, the IPCC has used the term “projection” in AR5 (IPCC,
2013a) instead of “scenario,” but later used the term “scenario” again (IPCC, 2014). Because
the same term is used also in the COP21, “scenario” has also been used in this article.

The temperature increase has already gone 0.85°C from 1880 to 2012. The IPCC (2013a)
has reported this warming value in its fifth assessment report (AR5):

The globally averaged combined land and ocean surface temperature data as calculated by a
linear trend show a warming of 0.85°C over the period 1880 to 2012, when multiple independently
produced datasets exist.

Four different scenarios have been defined in AR5 (IPCC, 2013a), and the highest warming
increase happens according to the RCP8.5 (Representative Concentration Pathway 8.5). The
number 8.5 is the Radiative Forcing (RF) value of 8.5 Wm�2 in 2100 caused by GH gases.
The warming value can be calculated according to the IPCC (2013a) as:

dT ¼ l � RF (1)

where dT is the global surface temperature change (K) starting from the year 1750, l is
the CS parameter (K/(Wm�2) and RF is the radiative forcing (Wm�2). The l value is
0.5 K/(Wm�2) per IPCC (2001). The temperature increase per RCP8.5 is thus 0.5 K/(Wm�2)
*8.5 Wm�2 = 4.25 K. It is the same as the mean value of the baseline scenario as described
above. The RF value can be calculated according to the CO2 concentration using the
equation (2) represented by Myhre et al. (1998) and used by the IPCC as well as by general
climate models (GCMs):

RF ¼ k � ln C=280ð Þ (2)

where k is 5.35 (Wm�2) and C is the CO2 concentration (ppm). The RF value of 8.5 Wm�2 is a
result of the CO2eq concentration of 1,370 ppm. It means that the baseline scenario is the same as
the RCP8.5 (IPCC, 2007a). The IPCC (2014) defines the baseline scenario with bold fonts to be the
same as RCP8.5 according to the temperature increase, but in the very same section, the IPCC
evaluates that the atmospheric CO2 concentration levels of the baseline scenario are between the
RCP6.0 and RCP8.5 pathways in 2100. The RCP8.5 was the worst-case scenario of AR5, and, by
IPCC’s efforts, it is selected as the baseline scenario of COP21, even though there is conflicting
information. The emissions according to the RCP8.5 are about 110 GtCO2eq in 2100.

The first challenge comes from the selection of the baseline scenario. According to the
RCP8.5, CO2 concentration would be 541 ppm in 2050 and 936 ppm in 2100 (IPCC, 2007a),
meaning that the average yearly growth rate of 2.2 ppm during the past 10 years should
increase to the yearly growth rate of 6.4 ppm during the next 84 years, which is 2.8 times
greater. The same sharp growth rate increases would also be needed for methane and
nitrogen oxide to reach 1370 CO2eq. This high CO2 growth rate can be criticized because
during the past five years, the CO2 emissions have stayed almost constant at a level of 34.7
to 35.7 GtCO2y

�1. Therefore, an alternative scenario without mitigation effects could be a
“business as usual” (BAU) scenario, which would mean keeping the CO2 emissions at about
the present level of 40 GtCO2, and the total GH gas emissions at the level of 55 GtCO2eq.
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The author calls the equations (1) and (2) the IPCC model in this article. In Figure 1, the
warming effect of CO2 concentration increase is depicted per equations (1) and (2), and one
can see that the CO2 concentration of 590 ppm causes the warming effect of 2°C.

According to AR5 (IPCC, 2013b), the RF value of GH gases in 2011 was 2.29 Wm2, and
this value has increased to 2.44 Wm2 (NOAA, 2017a, 2017b) in 2016. It corresponds to the
warming value of 1.22°C, which would mean the CO2eq value of 442 ppm. UNFCCC (2017)
manifests on their web page that the CO2eq concentration must not exceed 450 ppm to stay
under 2°C. As one can see in Figure 1, the 450 ppm of CO2eq would cause a temperature
increase of 1.27°C, which is far below 2°C. This is conflicting information. It is not enough to
know the stabilized emission levels from 2030 onward because the atmospheric
CO2 concentrations in 2100 can be calculated only by considering the CO2 circulation
between the atmosphere, the ocean and the biosphere.

3. The effect of CO2 circulation for atmospheric CO2 concentration
If the emissions stay at the present level of 36 GtCO2, it would not mean that the atmospheric
CO2 concentration would stay at the present level. This is because of the huge CO2 fluxes
between the atmosphere, the ocean and the biosphere, which are depicted in Figure 2.

Since 1960, CO2 circulation has behaved in practically the same way. About 55 per cent of
the annual fossil fuel emissions stay in the atmosphere and the other 45 per cent is absorbed
by the sink formed by the ocean and the biosphere. A comprehensive isotope measurement
study of the dissolved CO2 in the ocean (Sabine et al., 2004) shows that the ocean is a sink for
the anthropogenic CO2, but the sink of the total CO2 between the ocean and the biosphere is
not clear. Ollila (2016) and the IPCC (2013a) suggest that the ocean is the main sink. This
means that if the CO2 recycling system works in the same way during this century, the
atmospheric CO2 concentration increases steadily.

Figure 3 shows the results of the simulations according to the one-dimensional, semi-
empirical atmosphere-ocean-biosphere model (1DAOBM) version 2 (Ollila, 2016) keeping the
GH emission rate at the 50 GtCO2 from 2030 onward. The results illustrate that the
atmospheric CO2 concentration will increase to a value of 688 ppm in 2100 and will continue
increasing to 935 ppm in 2300. The graph based on the empirical relationship shows a lower
CO2 concentration value. The reason for this difference is that the 1DAOBM-2 considers the
gradual saturation of the surface layer of the ocean, meaning that the capability of the ocean

Figure 1.
The warming effect
of carbon dioxide
(CO2) according to
IPCC calculations
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Figure 2.
A simple carbon cycle
presentation is based
on the average values
from literature

Figure 3.
The future
projections of CO2

fluxes and the CO2

concentration change
for the fossil fuel rate
of 50 GtCO2eqy

�1

from 2030 onward
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to absorb CO2 decreases. Finally, a new balance between atmospheric CO2 and the CO2 in
the ocean will be reached.

According to this simulation, the final CO2 concentration in the atmosphere would be at
the level of 1000 ppm. The CO2 concentration of 688 ppm in 2100 would mean a temperature
increase of 2.4°C according to the IPCC’s model.

Another simulation was carried out using the 1DAOBM-2 by keeping the early GH gas
emission rate at 40 GtCO2eq (about 11 GtC). This simulation could be called a “business as
usual” scenario because it would mean keeping the emissions at the present level. The
results are depicted in Figure 4.

This simulation shows that the CO2 concentration would be about 580 ppm in 2100,
corresponding to a temperature increase of 1.95°C. Also in this case, the CO2 concentration
increases after 2100. The balance value would be about 800 ppm corresponding to the
temperature increase of 3.4°C. This simulation result is in line with the UNEP and UNFCCC
that the emission level should not exceed 40 GtCO2 after 2030 to keep the temperature below
2°C in 2100 per the IPCC’s climate model. The temperature increase values of these two
simulations are also depicted in Figure 1.

In the latest AR5 report (p. 469), the IPCC (2013a) states:

The removal of human-emitted CO2 from the atmosphere by natural processes will take a few
hundred thousand years (high confidence). Depending on the RCP scenario considered, about 15
to 40 per cent of emitted CO2 will remain in the atmosphere longer than 1,000 years.

According to the simulations of Ollila (2016) by the 1DAOBM-2 model, the residence time of
anthropogenic CO2 is 16 years, and the same of total CO2 is 55 years. The residence time of
55 years gives a relaxation time (meaning the end value of the change) of 4� 55 years = 220
years, which is much shorter than that of the IPCC. The simulations show that even though
the CO2 emission rate could be kept at the level of 40 GtCO2 y�1 from 2030 onward, the

Figure 4.
The future

projections of CO2

fluxes and the CO2

concentration change
for the fossil fuel rate

of 40 GtCO2eqy
�1

from 2030 onward
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atmospheric CO2 concentration would increase steadily at the present rate. However, the
concentration of 580 ppm in 2100 according to the BAU scenario is much lower than
the original baseline.

4. The climate models’ calculated temperatures versus the observed
temperature
In Figure 5, the observed temperatures and the IPCC model-calculated temperatures are
depicted (IPCC, 2013a) and (NOAA, 2017a, 2017b).

The graph of Hansen and Lebedeff (1987) shows almost the same high-temperature peak
in the 30s and 40s as the oldest graph of National Academy of Sciences published in 1975
(NAS, 1975). In the newer temperature data sets GISS-2008 and GISS-2017 by NASA
Goddard Institute for Space Studies (GISS, 2008; GISS, 2017), this peak has almost
disappeared. The decades from 1910 to 1940 in GISS-2017 is from �0.05°C to�0.1°C colder
than in GISS-2008. The satellite-based temperature measurements (UAH, 2017) show
practically no warming trend since 2000. The UAH temperature data starts from 1979 and
has been equalized to be the same as GISS-2017 in 1979. The further warming of GISS-2017
during the 2010s seems to be about 0.2°C in comparison to the UAH temperature.

This means that the real warming rate is not very certain. Can we be confident that the
history of the GISS dataset is now finally correct? Looking at the historical versions of GISS
data sets, this is not probable. The author’s conclusion is that the best estimate for the global
temperature data set is the combination of NAS and Hansen data from 1880 to 1969, the

Figure 5.
The observed
temperature changes
since 1880 according
to different data sets
and publications, and
the IPCCmodel
calculated
temperatures
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period from 1969 to 1979 covered by the GISS-2017 data set and thereafter by the UAH data
set (Ollila, 2017b).

The IPCC model calculated temperature for 2016 is 1.27°C. It is 49 per cent higher than
0.85°C, which is the average temperature during the pause since 2000, according to the IPCC
(2013a). The year 2016 saw the warmest and strongest El Niño event in direct measurement
history, but the temperature has decreased almost back to the average level (UAH, 2017). The
big difference between the IPCC model and the observations considerably weakens the
reliability of the baseline scenario because they are based on the very same calculations, and
the difference is already intolerable. It should be remembered that the IPCC (2013b) states
that it is extremely likely that more than half of the observed temperature increase from 1951
to 2010was due to the anthropogenic GH gases leaving an opportunity for natural causes.

The CO2 emissions from 2000 onward represent about one-third of the total emissions
since 1750, but the temperature has not increased, and it has paused at the present level.
This is worthy proof that the IPCC’s climate model has overestimated human-induced
causes and has probably underestimated natural causes like the sun’s activity changes,
considering the historical temperatures during the past 2000 years.

5. The strength of carbon dioxide as a greenhouse gas
The strength of CO2 as a GH gas is normally expressed as a CS, which is global warming
caused by the CO2 concentration doubling from 280 to 560 ppm. The IPCC reports in AR4
(IPCC, 2007b) that water vapor roughly doubles the response to the forcing of GH gases, and
this is called positive water feedback. The transient CS (TCS) of IPCC includes water
feedback, and this feature is inherently in the l value 0.5 K/(Wm�2) (IPCC, 2001). Ollila
(2014) has calculated the l value using the energy balance of the Earth and the result was
0.268 K/(Wm�2), and spectral analysis gave the l value 0.259 K/(Wm�2). These results can
be rounded to 0.27 K/(Wm�2), which means that the amount of water in the atmosphere is
constant, without positive or negative feedback.

The TCS definition resumes that the increase rate of CO2 concentration is of maximum 1
per cent y�1. The TCS can be calculated using equations (1) and (2), which give the value
1.85°C. In the IPCC’s report AR5 (IPCC, 2013a), TCS is between 1.0 to 2.5°C, meaning the
average value is 1.75°C, which is very close to 1.85°C.

Two other TCS values can be found in the AR5 (IPCC, 2013a). The IPCC reports:

It can be estimated that in the presence of water vapor, lapse rate and surface albedo feedbacks,
but in the absence of cloud feedbacks, current GCMs would predict a climate sensitivity (61
standard deviation) of roughly 1.9°C6 0.15°C.

In Table IX.5 of AR5 (IPCC, 2013a), the key figures of 30 GCMs have been tabulated. The
model TCSmean of these GCMs is 1.8°C. The explanation for these practically identical TCS
values of the GCMs and the IPCC’s simple model is that the warming effect of CO2 is
calculated on the same basis. The present GCMs do not apply spectral calculations of their
own, but they use the results of equations (1) and (2). It should be noticed that the baseline
scenario and the RCP8.5 values are calculated using the l value of 0.5 K/(W/m�2) applicable
for TCS calculation, and the 1 per cent y�1 CO2 growth rate limit has not been exceeded.

There are several new research studies, which show lower equilibrium CS (ECS) values
than those of the IPCC. According to these results, the best estimates and minimum values
for ECS are 2.0°C/1.1°C (Aldrin et al., 2012); 2.0°C/1.15°C (Bengtson and Schwartz, 2013); and
2.0°C/1.2°C (Otto et al., 2013). Common features of these studies are mathematical methods
like the theorem of Bayes to analyze the impact of CO2 based on the measured global data of
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radiative forcing factors, temperatures and ocean heat content. All the studies use an RF
value of 3.7Wm�2 for CO2 doubling, and they do not address the water feedback.

The IPCC confirms the results above in section 8.6.2.3 of the AR4 (IPCC, 2007b):

The diagnosis of global radiative feedbacks allows better understanding of the spread of
equilibrium climate sensitivity estimates among current GCMs. In the idealized situation that the
climate response to a doubling of atmospheric CO2 consisted of a uniform temperature change
only, with no feedbacks operating (but allowing for the enhanced radiative cooling resulting from
the temperature increase), the global warming from GCMs would be around 1.2°C.

The question is whether the positive water feedback can be confirmed by the real
observations and whether the RF value of Myhre et al. (1998) is correct.

Ollila (2014) has reproduced the RF value of Myhre et al. (1998) using the same spectral
analysis method. The result of this study is that the RF value can be calculated using the
same kind of logarithmic formula, but the coefficient k is different:

RF ¼ 3:12 � ln C=280ð Þ (3)

The RF value for the CO2 concentration of 560 ppm is 2.16 Wm�2 according to equation (3),
which is 42 per cent smaller than 3.7 Wm�2 used by the IPCC. The same study of
Ollila (2014) shows that the CS parameter l is 0.27 K/(Wm�2), which means that there is no
water feedback. Using this l value, equation (3) gives a TCS value of 0.6°C only. This same
result is also reported by Harde (2014) using the spectral analysis method. Abbot and
Marohasy (2017) have used six temperature proxy data sets and an artificial neural network
to create temperature projections throughout the twentieth century. Based on deviations
between the projections and the measured temperatures, their estimate for TCS is 0.6°C.
Figure 6 shows the observed temperature as the combination of GISS-2008 from 1880 to
1979 and UAH from 1979 to 2016.

Figure 6 also depicts the baseline scenario of COP21 per the calculations of the IPCC and
of Ollila (2014), two scenarios of 40 GtCO2eq from 2030 onward. In three scenarios, the
temperature increase would stay below the upper temperature target of 2°C.

There are both theoretical- and measurement-based studies showing results that can be
explained only by the fact that there is no positive water feedback. This result reduces the
CS by 50 per cent. Some research studies show that the RF value of carbon dioxide is
considerably smaller than the commonly used RF value, according to the equation of Myhre
et al. (1998). Because of these two causes, the critical studies show a TCS of about 0.6°C
instead of 1.9°C by the IPCC, a 200 per cent difference.

6. Validation of the scientific calculations
The validation of the scientific basis of the COP21 is important. The most decisive factor is
the growth rate of GH gases, which cannot be validated. Only common sense can be used to
evaluate whether the CO2eq emissions could be at the 110 Gt level in 2100 because the
present level remained at about 36 GtCO2eq for the past five years without the effects of the
Paris Agreement.

The baseline and BAU scenarios can be evaluated against the estimated fossil fuel
reserves using the conventional technology. The BP (2017) estimates are coal 1139 billion
tons, natural gas 187 trillion cubic meters and oil 1707 billion barrels. Hansen et al. (2013)
have reported similar estimates using the figures of three expert organizations. If the
production and consumption of fossil fuels continue at the present rates, coal reserves will
be exhausted by 2169, natural gas by 2068, and oil by 2066 (BP, 2017). Considering these
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estimates, even the BAU scenario seems realistic only until the 2060s. The baseline scenario
would mean the utilization of new unconventional technologies, making oil and gas prices
after the 2050s much higher than today.

The IPCC’s model can be validated using the observed and model-calculated
temperatures. As noticed before, the IPCC model-calculated temperature for 2016 is 1.27°C,
49 per cent higher than the observed temperature of 0.85°C IPCC (2013a). This significant
difference shows that there are substantial errors in this model. Two error sources have been
identified in this article. The first error is the positive water feedback, which has been
criticized in many scientific studies. The lower ECS values range from 1.1 to 1.2°C,
indicating the absence of positive water feedback. In these calculations, researchers have
used the RF value of Myhre et al. (1998). The latest version of GISS-2017 does not
convincingly prove that the data set is now analysed and composed in the right way because
the GISS versions have been changing throughout the years in the same direction.

Illustrative evidence about the missing positive water feedback in the climate is depicted
in Figure 7. The graphs are based on the study of Ollila (2017a). The temperature effects of
the water and CO2 are based on spectral analysis calculations, which show that water is 11.8
times stronger a GH gas than CO2 in the present climate.

The variable labeled “Factor X” is also depicted in Figure 7; it is the difference between
the measured 11 years average temperature and the warming effects of CO2, water and
ENSO events. Factor X is needed to explain the observed warming. It is a combination of
natural forces like the activity changes of the sun. It is easy to notice that the short-term
temperature changes –mainly ENSO events – very closely correlate to the total precipitable
water (TPW) changes.

Figure 6.
The temperature
effects of different

climate models
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There are essential features in the long-term trends of temperature and TPW, which are
calculated and depicted as mean values 11 years running. The temperature has increased
about 0.4°C since 1979 and has now paused at this level. The long-term trend of TPW effects
shows that it has slightly decreased during the temperature-increasing period from 1979 to
2000. This means that the absolute water amount in the atmosphere does not follow the
temperature increase, but is practically constant, reacting only very slightly to the long-term
trends of temperature changes. The assumption that relative humidity is constant and that
it amplifies the GH gas changes over the longer periods by doubling the warming effects
finds no grounds based on the behavior of the TWP trend. The positive water feedback
exists only during the short-term ENSO events (#4 years).

Another reason for the lower TCS value of Ollila (2014) is the radiative forcing value of
the CO2. Myhre et al. (1998) have used the temperature and humidity data profiles of the
European Centre for Medium Range Weather Forecasts (Myhre and Stordal, 1997), which
are not openly available. Ollila (2014) has used five temperature and humidity profiles from
the Spectral Calculator (Gats, 2014), which are combined to create an average global
atmosphere profile with a surface temperature of 15°C and a TWP value of 2.6 cm. The
warming effects of CO2 are always based on calculating the total absorption caused by GH
gases in the atmosphere. In clear sky conditions, the total absorption should be the same as
the downward total absorption at the surface according to Kirchhoff’s radiation law. The
synthesis analysis of Stephens et al. (2012) shows an average value of 314.2 Wm�2 based on
13 independent observation-based studies. The value of the same flux by Ollila (2014) is
310.9 Wm�2, meaning a difference of 1.0 per cent. This result is not a direct validation of the
correct warming value of CO2, but is rather convincing. The error of the CO2 absorption
calculation code of HITRAN (2014) has been confirmed to be less than 1 per cent in the
actual atmospheric conditions (Turner et al., 2012). The LW radiation flux at TOA in the

Figure 7.
The temperature
trend from according
to UAH (2017) and
the major warming
factors, which are
absolute humidity
(NVAP, 2017) and
CO2 (NOAA, 2017a,
2017b)
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clear sky conditions according to the spectral analysis calculations (Ollila, 2014) is
265.3 Wm�2. According to the NASA CERES (2017) satellite observations from 2000 to
2010, this flux has been 265.8Wm�2. The difference is only 0.19 per cent.

Ollila (2016) has shown that the 1DAOBM-2 model can calculate the atmospheric CO2
concentration from 1960 to 2013 using the annual emission rates and the actual sea water
temperatures with an error of only 0.2 per cent.

7. Discussion
The science basis of COP21 has been challenged in different ways in this study. An error of
the IPCC climate model has increased steadily during the temperature pause of the 2000s
and is now about 50 per cent. The removal rate of increased CO2 from the atmosphere is
much shorter than the estimated value of the IPCC, but even this shorter CO2 residence time
means steady growth of CO2 concentration. The CO2 growth rate of the present 2.2 ppmy�1

according to the BAU scenario is much more realistic than the 6.4 ppmy�1 according to the
baseline, which is not even possible regarding the fossil fuel reserve amount.

Using the BAU scenario as a basis for the future temperature estimate, it is possible to
keep the temperature increase below 2°C according the IPCC climate model. The evidence of
the missing positive water feedback alone will decrease the temperature increase to 1°C
according to the BAU scenario.

Germany’s “Energiewende” (Energy transition) to create a low-carbon, affordable and
reliable energy supply has failed in all its targets: The price of electricity is the second
highest in Europe, the CO2 emissions have not decreased and the solar and wind power are
not reliable. The portion of solar and wind power in Germany is 3.3 per cent of its primary
energy consumption (AGEB, 2017), and the same figure worldwide is only 0.8 per cent.
Today, the renewables represent 13.8 per cent, which can be compared to 15.6 per cent in
1966 (International Energy Agency (IEA), 2017). Considering these factors, the ultimate and
very expensive methods of the COP21 for restricting CO2 emissions are hasty, oversized,
ineffective and very expensive.

Because there is actually no compelling need to rush limitations of CO2 emissions from
the present level, there is time to create concrete and well-proofed energy supply methods for
industrialized countries. The USA has been able to reduce CO2 emissions by increasing the
portion of shale gas in its energy production. The most effective way to reduce
CO2 emissions is nuclear power, but some countries like Germany are moving in the
opposite direction.

Developing countries are not able to invest in cheap and reliable coal power plants. This
is a result of World Bank policy: They do not give loans for these kinds of power plants
creating CO2 emissions. At the same time, industrialized countries like Germany and China
build new high-capacity coal power plants. This situation is ambivalent, and it is an
outcome of UN policy. In the end, this policy is based on the science of the IPCC, which is not
solid.

8. Conclusions
The major concern of the Paris Agreement (COP21) is to keep the global temperature
increase below 2°C by 2100. The IPCC’s conclusion has been that the present high
temperatures of the 2000s are unprecedented (IPCC, 2013a). The proxy temperature analyses
show two warm periods (Lungqvist, 2010), namely, the Roman warm period from 250 BC to
AD 450 and the Middle Age warm period from AD 950 to 1250. The retreating Mendenhall
glacier in Alaska has exposed forest remnants older than 1000 years based on their
radiocarbon ages according to a statement by Professor Connor (2013). Evidence shows that
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these warm periods, which have been called climate optimum periods, have been long and at
least as warm as the present one.

The major concerns of the increased global temperature have been the increased amount
of hazardous climate events and decreased crop amounts. The frequency and accumulated
cyclone energy do not show an increasing trend (Policlimate, 2017). The world’s wheat
production has increased steadily, even in the warmest countries like India and Brazil
(Faostat, 2017). India’s government reports that food grain production was estimated to be
at an all-time high in 2016-2017 (Livemint, 2017). The temperature increase of 2°C would
probably not stop the increasing crops in the mid-latitude countries, which are the main
producers of wheat.

The COP21 could find neither a scenario definition for the GH gas emissions from the
present-day to 2100 nor the warming calculations showing a temperature increase of over
2°C. It turns out that this scenario, which is called a baseline scenario, has been defined in
the mitigation report of the IPCC for the policymakers (IPCC, 2014) and in the UNEP
(2016) report. In the EU Commission report (Labat et al., 2015), the original baseline
scenario was modified to be approximately in the middle of the RCP6.0 and the RCP8.5.
This study uses the original baseline, the worst-case scenario RCP8.5, which is one of the
four projections of the AR5 (IPCC, 2007a).

The selection of RCP8.5 as the baseline scenario can be criticized because the present CO2
growth rate of 2.2 ppmy�1 should be 2.8 greater in the baseline. The CO2 emissions have
stayed at the same level during the past five years. A more justified baseline scenario would
be a “business as usual” (BAU) scenario, meaning the present GH gas emissions are at levels
of about 40 GtCO2 (55 GtCO2eq) and the present CO2 growth rate of 2.2 ppmy�1. The
estimated oil and gas reserves favor the BAU scenario.

The warming calculations of the RCP8.5 are the same as those used to calculate the TCS.
The COP21 (2015) and the more detailed UNEP (2016) do not show the actual calculations
needed to find CO2 concentrations in 2100 for each scenario. Anyway, the simulation of this
study shows that in the mitigated scenario of 40 GtCO2eq, the temperature increase would
stay below 2°C according to the IPCC’s climate model calculations. The CO2 circulation
simulations referred to in this study are in line with the results of UNEP (2016), even though
the calculations of UNEP are only until the year 2050.

The validity of the IPCC model can be tested against the observed temperature. It
turns out that the IPCC-calculated temperature increase for 2016 is 1.27°C, which is 49
per cent higher than the observed 0.85°C. This validity test means that the IPCC climate
forcing model using the radiative forcing value of CO2 is too sensitive for CO2 increase,
and the CS parameter, including the positive water feedback doubling the GH gas
effects, does not exist.

The research studies of Ollila (2014) and Harde (2014) show a TCS value of 0.6°C instead
of the IPPC’s TCS value of 1.9°C. The TCS value of 0.6°C is also supported by the study of
Abbot and Marohasy (2017) based on the empirical data analysis. This lower TCS of CO2
can explain why the IPCC model temperature 1.27°C in 2016 exceeds the present-day
temperature of 0.85°C, but the lower warming value of CO2 shows only a 0.28°C increase for
GH gases, leaving room for natural forces.

The lower TCS value of 0.6°C means that the temperature increase caused by GH gases
as high as a CO2 concentration of 1370 ppm – which is the baseline concentration in 2100 –
would increase the temperature only 1.9°C from 1750 to 2100. The mitigated scenario of 40
GtCO2eq would increase the temperature by only 1.2°C, assuming that the natural forces
would remain the same. The expensivemitigation actions would actually not be needed. The
lower TCS value of 0.6°C also means that there are natural forces, which are the main
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driving forces of global warming. These same forces can explain the present temperature
pause. The obvious culprit is the sun, which has shown a rather strong decrease in its
activity (Ollila, 2017b). If the present temperature pause continues, there is no need to rush
into a strong reduction of GH gas emissions.

References
Abbot, J. and Marohasy, J. (2017), “The application of machine learning for evaluating anthropogenic

versus natural climate change”, GeoResJ, Vol. 14, pp. 35-46, available at: https://doi.org/10.10/j.
grj.2017.08.001

AGEB (2017), “Auswertungstabellen zur Energiebilanz Deutschland”, available at: www.ag-
energiebilanzen.de/10-0-Auswertungstabellen.html (accessed 10 April 2017).

Aldrin, M., Holden, M., Guttorp, P., Bieltvedt Skeie, R., Myhre, G. and Koren Berntsen, G.T. (2012),
“Bayesian estimation on climate sensitivity based on a simple climate model fitted to
observations of hemispheric temperature and global ocean heat content”, Environmetrics,
Vol. 23 No. 3, pp. 253-271.

Bengtson, L. and Schwartz, S.E. (2013), “Determination of a lower bound on earth’s climate sensitivity”,
Tellus B: Chemical and Physical Meteorology, Vol. 65 No. 1, pp. 21533, doi: http://dx.doi.org/
10.3402/tellusb.v65i0.21533

Bowden, T. and Independent (2016), “COP21: Paris deal far too weak to prevent devastating climate
change, academics warn”, Independent, available at: www.independent.co.uk/environment/
climate-change/cop21-paris-deal-far-too-weak-to-prevent-devastating-climate-change-academics-
warn-a6803096.html (accessed 8 January 2016).

BP (2017), “World reserves of fossil fuels”, available at: https://knoema.com/smsfgud/bp-world-
reserves-of-fossil-fuels (accessed 10 April 2017).

Clemencon, R. (2016), “The two sides of the Paris climate agreement: dismal failure or historic
breakthrough?”, Journal of Environment and Development, Vol. 25 No. 1, pp. 3-24.

Connor, C. (2013), “Statement, Richard Dawkins foundation”, Ancient Forest Thaws from Melting Glacial
Tomb, available at: https://richarddawkins.net/2013/09/ancient-forest-thaws-from-melting-glacial-
tomb-livescience/ (accessed 12 April 2017).

COP21 (2015), Adoption of The Paris Agreement. Proposal by the President. FCCC/CP/2015/L.9/Rev.1,
Paris Climate Change Conference – November 2015, COP 21, United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change, Paris, available at: https://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/cop21/
eng/l09r01.pdf

EDGAR (2017), Total Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Emission Database for Global Atmospheric Research,
The World Bank, Washington, DC, available at: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/EN.ATM.
GHGT.KT.CE (accessed 5 March 2017).

Faostat (2017), “Production quantities of wheat in world”, available at: www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data/
QC/visualize (accessed 10 April 2017).

Gats (2014), “Spectral calculator”, available at: www.spectralcalc.com/info/about.php (accessed
3March 2014).

GISS (2008), “Global land-ocean temperature index”, NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies,
available at: www.climate4you.com/Text/20080517%20GLB_TsþdSST.txt (accessed 2 March
2017).

GISS (2017), “Global land-ocean temperature index”, NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies,
available at: https://data.giss.nasa.gov/gistemp/tabledata_v3/GLB.TsþdSST.txt (accessed
2March 2017).

Hansen, J. and Lebedeff, S. (1987), “Global trends of measured surface air temperature”, Journal of
Geophysical Research, Vol. 92 No. D11, pp. 13345-13372.

Paris climate
agreement

31

https://doi.org/10.10/j.grj.2017.08.001
https://doi.org/10.10/j.grj.2017.08.001
http://www.ag-energiebilanzen.de/10-0-Auswertungstabellen.html
http://www.ag-energiebilanzen.de/10-0-Auswertungstabellen.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.3402/tellusb.v65i0.21533
http://dx.doi.org/10.3402/tellusb.v65i0.21533
http://www.independent.co.uk/environment/climate-change/cop21-paris-deal-far-too-weak-to-prevent-devastating-climate-change-academics-warn-a6803096.html
http://www.independent.co.uk/environment/climate-change/cop21-paris-deal-far-too-weak-to-prevent-devastating-climate-change-academics-warn-a6803096.html
http://www.independent.co.uk/environment/climate-change/cop21-paris-deal-far-too-weak-to-prevent-devastating-climate-change-academics-warn-a6803096.html
https://knoema.com/smsfgud/bp-world-reserves-of-fossil-fuels
https://knoema.com/smsfgud/bp-world-reserves-of-fossil-fuels
https://richarddawkins.net/2013/09/ancient-forest-thaws-from-melting-glacial-tomb-livescience/
https://richarddawkins.net/2013/09/ancient-forest-thaws-from-melting-glacial-tomb-livescience/
https://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/cop21/eng/l09r01.pdf
https://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/cop21/eng/l09r01.pdf
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/EN.ATM.GHGT.KT.CE
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/EN.ATM.GHGT.KT.CE
http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data/QC/visualize
http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data/QC/visualize
http://www.spectralcalc.com/info/about.php
http://www.climate4you.com/Text/20080517&hx0025;20GLB_Ts&hx002B;dSST.txt
https://data.giss.nasa.gov/gistemp/tabledata_v3/GLB.Ts&hx002B;dSST.txt


Hansen, J., Kharecha, P. and Sato, M. (2013), “Climate forcing growth rates: doubling down on our
faustian bargain”, Environmental Research Letters, Vol. 8 No. 1, pp. 1-9.

Harde, H. (2014), “Advanced two-layer climate model for the assessment of global warming by CO2”,
Open Journal of Atmospheric and Climate Change, Vol. 1, pp. 1-50.

HITRAN (2014), “HITRAN database”, Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics, available at:
www.cfa.harvard.edu/HITRAN/ (accessed 3 March 2014).

International Energy Agency (IEA) (2017), “World energy outlook”, available at: www.iea.org/
weo2017/ (accessed 7March 2017).

IPCC (2001), “Climate change 2001: the physical science basis”, Contribution of Working Group I to the
Third Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate, Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, New York, NY.

IPCC (2007a), “Expert meeting report: towards new scenarios for analysis of emissions, climate change,
impacts and response strategies”, Technical Summary, 19-12 September 2007, Noordwijkerhout,
p. 26.

IPCC (2007b), “Climate change 2007: the physical science basis”, Contribution of Working Group I to the
Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate, Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, New York, NY.

IPCC (2013a), “Climate change 2013: the physical science basis”, Contribution of Working Group I to the
Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate, Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, New York, NY, p. 1535.

IPCC (2013b), “Summary for policymakers in climate change 2013”, The Physical Science Basis,
Contribution of Working Group I to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

IPCC (2014), “Summary for policymakers”, Climate Change 2014. Mitigation of Climate Change”.
Contribution ofWorking Group III to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, New York, NY, p. 30.

Labat, A., Kitous, A.G., Perry, M., Saveyn, B., Vandyck, T. and Vrontisi, Z. (2015), Global Energy and
Climate Outlook, Road to Paris, European Commission, Publications Office of the European
Union, Seville.

Le Quere, C., Andrew, R.M., Canadell, J.G., Sitch, S., Korsbakken, J.I., Peters, G.P., Manning, A.C., Boden,
T.A., Tans, P.P., Houghton, R.A., Keeling, R.F., Alin, S., Andrews, O.D., Anthoni, P., Barbero, L.,
Bopp, L., Chevallier, F., Chini, L.P., Ciais, P., Currie, K., Delire, C., Doney, S.C., Friedlingstein, P.,
Gkritzalis, T., Harris, I., Hauck, J., Haverd, V., Hoppema, M., Klein Goldewijk, K., Jain, A.K., Kato,
E., Körtzinger, A., Landschützer, P., Lefèvre, N., Lenton, A., Lienert, S., Lombardozzi, D., Melton,
J.R., Metzl, N., Millero, F., Monteiro, P.M.S., Munro, D.R., Nabel, J.E.M.S., Nakaoka, S., O’Brien, K.,
Olsen, A., Omar, A.M., Ono, T., Pierrot, D., Poulter, B., Rödenbeck, C., Salisbury, J., Schuster, U.,
Schwinger, J., Séférian, R., Skjelvan, I., Stocker, B.D., Sutton, A.J., Takahashi, T., Tian, H.,
Tilbrook, B., van der Laan-Luijkx, I.T., van der Werf, G.R., Viovy, N., Walker, A.P., Wiltshire,
A.J. and Zaehle, S. (2016), “The global carbon budget”, available at: http://cdiac.ornl.gov/GCP/
(accessed 5 March 2017).

Livemint (2017). “Foodgrain production estimated at a record 272 million tonnes in 2016-17: govt”,
available at: www.livemint.com/Politics/f2etZiWEzUlq4I4J490UjM/Record-272-million-tonnes-
food-grains-in-201617-agricultur.html (accessed 10 April 2017).

Lungqvist, F.C. (2010), “A new reconstruction of temperature variability in the extra-tropical Northern
hemisphere during the last two millennia”, Geografiska Annaler, Series A, Physical Geography,
Vol. 92 No. 3, pp. 339-351.

Myhre, G. and Stordal, F. (1997), “Role spatial and temporal variations in the computation of
radiative forcing and GWP”, Journal of Geophysical Research: Atmospheres, Vol. 102
No. D10, pp. 11181-11200.

IJCCSM
11,1

32

http://www.cfa.harvard.edu/HITRAN/
http://www.iea.org/weo2017/
http://www.iea.org/weo2017/
http://cdiac.ornl.gov/GCP/
http://www.livemint.com/Politics/f2etZiWEzUlq4I4J490UjM/Record-272-million-tonnes-food-grains-in-201617-agricultur.html
http://www.livemint.com/Politics/f2etZiWEzUlq4I4J490UjM/Record-272-million-tonnes-food-grains-in-201617-agricultur.html


Myhre, G., Highwood, E.J., Shine, K.P. and Stordal, F. (1998), “New estimates of radiative forcing
due to well mixed greenhouse gases”, Geophysical Research Letters, Vol. 25 No. 14,
pp. 2715-2718.

NAS (1975), Understanding Climate Change, a Program for Action, United States Committee for
the Global Atmospheric Research Program; National Academy of Sciences, Washington,
DC, p. 239.

NASA CERES (2017), “CERES TOA clear-sky LW flux data”, available at: https://ceres.larc.nasa.gov/
index.php (accessed 30Mar 2017).

NOAA (2017a), “Global CO2 data base”, NOAA, Earth System Research Laboratory, available at: ftp://
aftp.cmdl.noaa.gov/products/trends/co2/co2_mm_gl.txt (accessed 4 March 2017).

NOAA (2017b), “The NOAA annual greenhouse gas index (AGGI)”, NOAA Earth System
Research Laboratory, available at: www.esrl.noaa.gov/gmd/aggi/aggi.html (accessed 4
March 2017).

NVAP (2017), “Humidity dataset, NCEP/NCAR reanalysis”, NOAA, Earth System Research
Laboratory, Physical Sciences Division, available at: www.esrl.noaa.gov/psd/data/timeseries/
(accessed 5 March 2017).

Ollila, A. (2014), “The potency of carbon dioxide (CO2) as a greenhouse gas”, Development in Earth
Science, Vol. 2, pp. 20-30, available at: www.seipub.org/des/paperInfo.aspx?ID=17162

Ollila, A. (2016), “Timescales of anthropogenic and total carbon dioxide (CO2) in the atmosphere”,
Physical Science International Journal, Vol. 11 No. 3, pp. 1-19, available at: www.sciencedomain.
org/abstract/15789

Ollila, A. (2017a), “Warming effect reanalysis of greenhouse gases and clouds”, Physical Science
International Journal, Vol. 13 No. 2, pp. 1-13, available at: www.sciencedomain.org/abstract/
17484

Ollila, A. (2017b), “Semi empirical model of global warming including cosmic forces, greenhouse
gases, and volcanic eruptions”, Physical Science International Journal, Vol. 15 No. 2,
pp. 1-14.

Otto, A., Otto, F.E.L., Boucher, O., Church, J., Hegerl, G., Forster, P.M., Gillett, N.P., Gregory, J.,
Johnson, G.C., Knutti, R., Lewis, N., Lohmann, U., Marotzke, J., Myhre, G., Shindell, D.,
Stevens, B. and Allen, M.R. (2013), “Energy budget constraints on climate response”,
Nature Geoscience, Vol. 6 No. 6, pp. 415-416, available at: https://pubs.giss.nasa.gov/abs/
ot03100r.html

Policlimate (2017), “Global tropical cyclone activity”, available at: http://policlimate.com/tropical/
(accessed 12 April 2017).

Sabine, C.L., Freely, R.A., Gruber, N., Key, R.M., Lee, K., Bullister, J.L., Wanninkhof, R., Wong, C.
S., Wallace, D.W., Tilbrook, B., Millero, F.J., Peng, T.H., Kozyr, A., Ono, T. and Rios, A.F.
(2004), “The oceanic sink for the anthropogenic CO2”, Science, Vol. 305 No. 5282,
pp. 367-371.

Stephens, G.L., Wild, M., Stackhouse, P.W. Jr., L’Ecuyer, T., Kato, S. and Henderson, D.S. (2012), “The
global character of the flux of downward longwave radiation”, Journal of Climate, Vol. 25 No. 7,
pp. 2329-2340.

Turner, D.D., Mlawer, E.J., Bianchini, G., Cadeddu, M.P., Crewell, S., Delamere, J.S., Knuteson, R.
O., Maschwitz, G., Mlynzcak, M., Paine, S., Palchetti, L. and Tobin, D.C. (2012), “Ground-
based high spectral resolution observations of the entire terrestrial spectrum under
extremely dry conditions”, Quarterly Journal of the Royal Meteorological Society, Vol. 39
No. 10, p. L10801.

UAH (2017), “MSU temperature dataset”, The National Space Science and Technology Center, The
University of Alabama in Huntsville, available at: http://vortex.nsstc.uah.edu/data/msu/
v6.0beta/tlt/uahncdc_lt_6.0beta5.txt (accessed 5 March 2017).

Paris climate
agreement

33

https://ceres.larc.nasa.gov/index.php
https://ceres.larc.nasa.gov/index.php
http://ftp://aftp.cmdl.noaa.gov/products/trends/co2/co2_mm_gl.txt
http://ftp://aftp.cmdl.noaa.gov/products/trends/co2/co2_mm_gl.txt
http://www.esrl.noaa.gov/gmd/aggi/aggi.html
http://www.esrl.noaa.gov/psd/data/timeseries/
http://www.seipub.org/des/paperInfo.aspx?ID=17162
http://www.sciencedomain.org/abstract/15789
http://www.sciencedomain.org/abstract/15789
http://www.sciencedomain.org/abstract/17484
http://www.sciencedomain.org/abstract/17484
https://pubs.giss.nasa.gov/abs/ot03100r.html
https://pubs.giss.nasa.gov/abs/ot03100r.html
http://policlimate.com/tropical/
http://vortex.nsstc.uah.edu/data/msu/v6.0beta/tlt/uahncdc_lt_6.0beta5.txt
http://vortex.nsstc.uah.edu/data/msu/v6.0beta/tlt/uahncdc_lt_6.0beta5.txt


UNEP (2016), “The emissions gap report 2016 – A UNEP synthesis report”, The United Nations
Environment Programme, available at: https://europa.eu/capacity4dev/unep/document/emissions-
gap-report-2016-unep-synthesis-report (accessed 12April 2017).

UNFCCC (2017), “Fast facts and figures”, United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change,
available at: http://unfccc.int/essential_background/basic_facts_figures/items/6246.php (accessed
12 April 2017).

Further reading
UNCCS (2017), “Climate action now: summary for policymakers 2016”, United Nations Climate Change

Secretariat, p. 47, available at: www4.unfccc.int/submissions/indc/Submission%20Pages/
submissions.aspx (accessed 12 April 2017).

Corresponding author
Antero Ollila can be contacted at: aveollila@yahoo.com

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

IJCCSM
11,1

34

https://europa.eu/capacity4dev/unep/document/emissions-gap-report-2016-unep-synthesis-report
https://europa.eu/capacity4dev/unep/document/emissions-gap-report-2016-unep-synthesis-report
http://unfccc.int/essential_background/basic_facts_figures/items/6246.php
http://www4.unfccc.int/submissions/indc/Submission&hx0025;20Pages/submissions.aspx
http://www4.unfccc.int/submissions/indc/Submission&hx0025;20Pages/submissions.aspx
mailto:aveollila@yahoo.com

	Challenging the scientific basis of the Paris climate agreement
	1. Introduction
	2. The scientific basis of the Paris agreement
	3. The effect of CO2 circulation for atmospheric CO2 concentration
	4. The climate models’ calculated temperatures versus the observed temperature
	5. The strength of carbon dioxide as a greenhouse gas
	6. Validation of the scientific calculations
	7. Discussion
	8. Conclusions
	References


