Not to be trusted? Climate models care too little about the oceans!
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e Better understanding of oceans needed!
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Figure 2: Mean overestimation of models median
compared to observations during the time period
1999-2014 as a function of reference period.
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Figure 5: The increasing trend difference
between the mean climate projection
and two observation datasets.
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Figure 3: Model uncertainty in RMSE for land data (GISS3) and
land-and-ocean data (HadCRUT4) using anomalies based on a
1951-1980 reference period.
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Figure 4: Global mean surface temperature 15-

e Based on RMSE, the models are more uncertain for land- * The overestimation is unusual for both,

and-ocean based data (HadCRUT4) than for land data year running trends difference between mean the land and the land-and-ocean data
(GISS3) for the past 15 years model and two observation datasets.
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