Dr James E Hansen										1st July 2014
Earth Institute
Colombia University
Dear James,
I am following up on the exchange of emails we had earlier this year.
May I assume that you agree on the absolute need to reach as near as is possible a consensus on the size of the
global carbon budget that is now available in order for an effective strategy for future climate change negotiations to
be determined? In its absence, I do not see that it is possible to reach decisions on how that budget is to be shared
around the populations of the world and on the mechanisms that can be most effectively used to that end. That process is as essential as it is in house-hunting, when you need first to establish how much money you have available,
lest it imply access to an unlimited mortgage which clearly in this case we are not going to get.
I am communicating with you now specifically in light of comparing the contributions you have made on this subject in
the last 18 months, with the UK Climate Act of 2008 and the apparent contradictions all this seems to reveal.
In June 2013 you told the UK Environmental Audit Committe Enquiry that the 2 degree target in the UK Climate Act
(UKCA) was “too weak”: - http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmselect/cmenvaud/uc60-i/uc6001.htm
The UK Climate Act is shown alongside as ‘Hansen-1 on the UK Climate Act’ where traces are shown for: •
•
•

CO2 concentrations rising from 370 ppmv in 2000 to ~445 ppmv in 2040 & falling ~431 ppmv in 2100
temperature rising from 0.75 °C (over pre-Ind.) in 2000 to 1.75 in 2045 and rising further to 2.07 in 2100
with a carbon budget 2000 - 2100 weighing 480 GtC in total.

In your e-mail (28 04 2014) you said: - “We have not changed our recommended scenario, the one that gets back to
350 ppm by 2100.“ This is shown below as ‘Hansen-2 in the US’ (from the PLOS paper:) - http://www.plosone.org/
article/fetchObject.action?uri=info%3Adoi%2F10.1371%2Fjournal.pone.0081648&representation=PDF where: •
•
•

CO2 concentrations rising from 370 in 2000 to ~405 ppmv in 2020 & falling 350 ppmv in 2100
temperature rising from 0.75 in 2000 to 1.35 in 2020 and falls to 0.75 in 2100
with a carbon budget 2000 - 2100 weighing 171 Gt C (a total confirmed by Pushker Kharecha).

However, in your e-mail (28 04 2014) you said: - “Of course there are other scenarios in the paper for illustrative
purposes. “ One is shown alongside as ‘Hansen-3 in China’ (traces also taken from your PLOS paper) since on a
major platform in Beijing in Feb 2014, you told the Chinese Government: - “target of limiting warming to 1.5 degrees
is feasible, the principal requirement is fossil fuel emissions peak in 2020 & then come down at 2% a year with 100 Gt
CO2 drawn down from improved forestry & agriculture.” Here, the following are shown: •
•
•

CO2 concentrations rising from 370 ppmv in 2000 to 450 in 2040 falling slightly to 440 in 2100
temperature rising from 0.75 in 2000 to 1.50 in 2040 and staying at 1.50 until 2100
with a carbon budget 2000 - 2100 weighing 516 Gt C (a total confirmed by Pushker Kharecha).

What overall this comparison between the three scenarios shows is: •
•
•
•

CO2 concentrations falling and temperature rising against a 480 Gt C budget in the UK Climate Act against
concentrations stabilising with temperature stabilising against a 516 Gt C budget in your ‘Hansen in China’
scenario; this clearly suggests the ‘Hansen in China’ scenario is in your words, ‘too weak’; against
a substantive difference in budget weight between the scenarios you proffer the Chinese Government and
the US Government whilst in the US, yet at the same time also claiming the same outcome for both [!]
these conflicting figures also contradicting the UKMO’s climate modelling behind UK Climate Act in the
light of the above and your critical remarks about the UK Climate Act to the effect that it is, “too weak.”

So once again therefore, I am: •

•

seeking clarification from you to help those of us who are extremely concerned about the course of current
negotiations, to feel confident that our shared frustrations on the way forward on policy can become more
effectively focused on the same global carbon budget, derived from a more transparently demonstrated
consistency in the scientific basis on which this exercise depends &
also appealing to you once again to respond to this not only for the sake of my own understanding, but
also that of the wider population amongst whom we share a common purpose, now the most important one
of any in times present and future, which is compliance with the objective and principles of the UNFCCC.

With kind regards,
Dr Mayer Hillman,
Senior Fellow Emeritus,
Policy Studies Institute
LONDON UK

The charts above are from recent additions to the Global Commons Institute website.
In my view, these set the issues out admirably: - http://www.gci.org.uk/images/Hansen_123_a.pdf
Therefore, I suggest to you that GCI’s Syntax for Carbon Budget Analysis Testing (CBAT) below & here: http://www.gci.org.uk/images/TEST_CBAT_.pdf provides a more consistent and transparent foundation
upon which to base negotatiations for achieving compliance with the UNFCCC objective from now on.

