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Coupled ocean/atmosphere general circulation models have
been instrumental in showing theedfor global action to
curb anthropogenic emissions that cause climate change

MuLti-MobpeL Averaces AND Assessep RanGEs FOR SuRFAcE WARMING
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It may be
contested that
these tools
have been less
helpful in
Informing how
to adapt at
regional and
local-scales
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(a) Temperature increase (°C/century)

(b) Precipitation change (%/century)
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== range of changes from seven pre-TAR AOGCMs for the A2 emissions scenario

=== range of changes from 15 recent AOGCM simulations for the A2 emissions scenario
m 95% confidence limits on modelled 30-year natural variability based on HadCM3 millennial control simulation
=== 95% confidence limits on modelled 30-year natural variability based on CGCM2 millennial control simulation
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End-to-end uncertainty quantification

Probabilistic climate change impact assessment
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New, M., et al. (2007), Challenges in using probabilistic climate change information for

Impact assessments: an example from the water sector, Philos T R Soc A, 365(1857),
2117-2131.
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Source: Dessai and Hulme (2003)
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Predict-then-act approach Assess-risk-of-policy framework
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2. Propose one or more
strategies
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3. Assess each strategy
over a wide range of
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A4

2. Characterize Uncertainty
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3. Rank Decision Options

A4

plausible futures
} I
4. Conduct Sensitivity | 4. Summarize key tradeoffs
Analysis among promising strategies
Suggests Optimum Alternative Suggests Robust Alternative
E UNIE%I‘TEYﬁ Lempert, R. J., D:-G.-Groves, et al. (2006) A general, analytic method for generating robust
strategies and narrative scenar Sciené&®(4): 514-528
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Conceptual
framework for a
scenario-neutral
approach to
adaptation
planning

Wilby, R. and S. Dessali
(2010) Robust adaptation
to climate change.
Weather (in press)
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Final remarks

¥ Climate models have been crucial to make the
case for mitigation

¥ Uncertainty dominates regional/local climate
and impact projections

¥ Adaptation efforts should not be limited by the
lack of reliable foresight about future climate
conditions

¥ Where uncertainty dominates robust decision-
making methods are likely to be more useful to
decision-makers than traditional Opredict and
provideO methods



