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Summary
Chapter 2 makes false statements about equilibrium
and simulations, often using vague and unscientific
terms. Furthermore, the report states that the IPCC
emissions solution has only a 50-66 percent chance of
lowering CO2. Planting a tree is 100% (See Chapter 2 of
the report at
https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/sites/
2/2019/05/SR15_Chapter2_Low_Res.pdf)
Equilibrium
One of the most important statements in the entire
chapter has no references to other published works:
“Available pathways that aim for no or limited (less than
0.1°C) overshoot of 1.5°C keep GHG (Greenhouse Gas)
emissions in 2030 to 25–30 GtCO2e yr−1 (25-30 billion
tons of carbon dioxide emissions per year) in 2030
(interquartile range)” (Page 95, 2nd column 1st
paragraph). This statement appears to say that we need
to lower the emissions to reach an equilibrium of 25-30
GtCO2e yr-1, but there are no published papers to
support this assertion. When I challenged the accuracy
of this statement, I received the following response
from an IPCC research scholar and chapter scientist of
Special Report 1.5, Chapter 2: “Mitigation . . . ”
“Dear Dave,
Thank you very much for your question on the
assessment of quantitative pathways in the SR15.
The statement is taken from Table 2.4, bottom section,
third row, first column, rounded to multiples of 5.
The assessment in this table is based on the ensemble
of quantitative pathways compiled by the IAMC and
IIASA for the IPCC SR15 process
(https://doi.org/10.22022/SR15/08-2018.15429).
(https://data.ene.iiasa.ac.at/iamc-1.5cexplorer/#/workspaces)

Neither the statement nor the table does make any
assertion about an equilibrium; it is merely an
assessment of the pathways at a specific point in time
[bold added].
I do hope that this clarifies your request.
The International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis
(IIASA) Schlossplatz 1, A-2361 Laxenburg, Austria”
Simulations
A scenario is only as good as its inputs and constraints.
This is especially true for predicting future values. The
constraints for emissions must be natural emissions.
These were not used; thus, wrong conclusions were
obtained. It appears that IPCC is using only past data to
predict future events. This explains why none of the
previous IPCC predictions, including the so-called
“Climate Emergency”, worked or will ever yield the
desired result.

I looked at their simulations and they are garbage
because they don’t have boundary conditions. Their
simulation shows NetZero at zero to in 2050. However
the IPCC and UN have started this false 12 year
doomsday garbage. This is why nothing they have
predicted has or will come true. Dr. Kevin Dayaratna
testified at the Oregon Carbon group with the correct
use of their simulations. He is correct about no
relationship between emissions of CO2 and
atmospheric CO2. They correlate to 363 ppm and are
not statistically significant.

Use of Unscientific Terms
The document uses the unscientific terms highly (or
otherwise) likely six times, unlikely three times, and

highly (or otherwise) confident sixty-two times. In every
case, percent probability must be used.
Net Zero
The document uses a term Net Zero with no definition.
Rare Use of Probability Page 100 top.

“For limiting global warming to below 2°C
with at least 66% probability [bold added] CO2
emissions are projected to decline by about 25% by
2030 in most pathways (10–30% interquartile
range) and reach net zero around 2070 (2065–2080
interquartile range).1 {2.2, 2.3.3, 2.3.5, 2.5.3, CrossChapter Boxes 6 in Chapter 3 and 9 in Chapter 4,
4.3.7} (p 95, 2nd column 1st paragraph).
“No pathways were available that achieve a
greater than 50-66% probability of limiting
warming below 1.5° C [bold added] during the
entire 21st century based on the MAGICC model
projections” (see p. 100, Table 2.1). The probability
is actually zero because the minimum residence
time is hundreds of years.
(No business would spend such a significant
amount of money (2.8 trillion dollars already spent
worldwide) on a project with only a 50-66% chance
of success.) Their probability is actually zero
because the minimum residence time for
atmospheric CO2 is more than 200 years. (IPCC
2003) Some scientists say it is 300-500 years now.

Section 2.3.5 (Where 45% reductions in emissions
came from) “In contrast 1.5°C pathways with limited
overshoot available to this assessment show an
interquartile range of about 26-31 median 28 GTCO2e-1
in 2030.” This is from a simulation not based in reality!
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