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“The IPCC Assessment”: first lead author meeting was held at GFDL, March 1989
Prominent drivers were from the British Met Office (Sir John Houghton, John Mitchell, Goeff
Jenkins). The intention was to inform U.S. scientists that this was happening, and to get people
on board
It was my first visit to GFDL, and the first time I met Ron. We were both early career scientists.
We viewed this as more or less a nuisance activity since we had just completed the DOE Stateof-the-Art reports assessing where we stood on understanding climate change
It was decided that the second lead author meeting (to discuss a preliminary outline, form
author teams, and start the first draft process) was to be held as a side event at the upcoming
DOE Climate Change Workshop at U Mass in May 1989
The Met Office people then wanted a large lead author meeting in December to go over the first
draft, and suggested we have it in the U.K.
“I have friends who are doctors. I have friends who are lawyers. When they are asked to do
something outside of their normal work, they charge for it and are paid for it. We’re being
asked to do something outside our normal work, and we won’t get paid for it. The least we
can do is to have this December meeting in a warm weather location.”
--Michael Schlesinger

U Mass DOE climate change workshop and IPCC organizational meeting, May 1989

IPCC lead author meeting, Brisbane, Australia,
December, 1989
Ron was called upon to write about 1/3 or the transient climate change chapter,
and to calm down Mike Schlesinger
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At the final lead author meeting in the U.K. in spring 1990, Suki Manabe attended and
showed results comparing a transient climate change simulation with an equilibrium
mixed layer simulation with the GFDL model. He wanted these results included in the
IPCC Assessment chapter 6 on future projections.
Michael Schlesinger (lead author of projections chapter) pointed out that the chapter
had already undergone review, only final edits in response to those reviews were
being considered, and it was out of the question to include brand new results that the
reviewers hadn’t seen, and had not been published
Sir John Houghton disagreed, and insisted on including the new GFDL results
Michael Schlesinger, in a replay of Brisbane, marched out of the room and resigned as
lead author
Now what? Sir John looked around the room and noted that Francis Bretherton was
in attendance. He asked Francis to be lead author of the projections chapter.
Francis proceeded to re-write the chapter, and sent it back to Ron and me for
comment. It was so badly re-written, to the point of having a Francis “thought
experiment” as one of the major parts, that Ron and I wrote to Sir John and
threatened to resign as authors if the chapter wasn’t returned to the pre-Francis state
Sir John prevailed, and the chapter was then returned to the pre-Francis state
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into Ch. 6 at the 11th hour by
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(note these were unpublished
results and are cited as a
personal communication—
impossible in subsequent IPCC
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What Sir John liked about these results was the
demonstration of the time scale of the coupled
climate system response.
The ratio of the transient non-equilibrium
response from the fully coupled model to the
equilibrium response in the mixed layer model
shows the North Atlantic and Southern Ocean
warming more slowly than the rest of the system

A figure from Ron’s 1989
Nature paper
documenting a
slowdown in the AMOC
with global warming
appeared in Ch. 6
(Stouffer, R.J., S. Manabe, and K. Bryan,
1989: Interhemispheric asymmetry in
climate response to a gradual increase of
CO2. Nature, 342, 660-662.)

The first IPCC assessment in
1990, simply titled
“The IPCC Scientific Assessment”
No one knew there would be
many more to follow that would
require a numbering convention
(SAR, TAR, AR4, AR5, and now
AR6)

A key input to the IPCC Second Assessment Report:
The first-ever Global Coupled Climate Model Workshop
October, 1994
Organized by SGGCM (changed to CLIVAR NEG2 in 1994; later WGCM), held
at Scripps
Included representatives from modeling and analysis groups
The concept for a coupled model intercomparison project first discussed here

Larry Gates

More global coupled climate models for the IPCC Second Assessment Report in
1995 with 1% CO2 (pointing toward CMIP1 and CMIP2)
A critical comment was that there was the impression of a lot of model spread, mainly due to
one model (NCAR, no flux correction, tropics too warm, huge ice albedo feedback)
(This model spread issue would return in the TAR)

IPCC Third Assessment Report (SAR)
First lead author meeting, Bad Munstereifel,
Germany, June, 1998

Seated, Ch. 10 (climate change projections) authors: Ron Stouffer, Jerry Meehl,
Ulrich Cubasch, George Boer;
Standing: IPCC WG1 chair: Sir John Houghton

The infamous Arusha, Tanzania,
second lead author meeting for
the TAR, Sept., 1999;
safaris and a 24 hour return
flight delay that involved nearly
all the lead authors
(Ron had to snap Curt Covey
out of a breakdown on the
grounded aircraft)

Third lead author meeting for the
TAR, Victoria, British Columbia
Ron and Sarah Raper responding
to reviewer comments

The Ch. 10 author team

New for the IPCC Third Assessment Report in 2001—the SRES scenarios
Initial resistance from the modeling groups: SRES scenarios had little
perceived science value for them
scenarios were run at the last minute; going into the final lead author meeting, this
was the multi-model figure—after the SAR, we were sensitive to the “model spread”
issue, so at this point we had fairly acceptable model spread

At the last minute, two more modeling groups submitted their SRES runs, both
groups from Japan, both were outliers, one low and one high
Model spread expanded, but should we include these fresh-off-the-computer results?
Maybe they had bugs, or were wrong in some other way.
“We have to include them or we’ll start an international incident”
--Ron Stouffer

IPCC WG1 Plenary for the TAR, Shanghai, China, January, 2001

The “smoking gun” statement in the IPCC TAR

Going into the plenary:
“A substantial amount of the observed warming over the last 50 years is
likely to have been due to the increase in greenhouse gas concentrations”
After two days of wrangling:
“Most of the observed warming over the last 50 years is likely to have been
due to the increase in greenhouse gas concentrations”
There was no discussion of “likely” (a 66% chance of being true)
In the 2007 Paris plenary for the AR4, “most” was uncontested, but
tremendous argument about upgrading “likely” to “very likely” (90% chance)
Discussion among these three
scientists (Tom Karl, Ron Stouffer,
Ulrich Cubasch) and others
present at the Shanghai plenary
came up with definitions for
“most” ranging from “a bit more
than half” to “about 80%”.

Ron played a key role in two days of negotiation over the what he called the “DET”
(damned extremes table)
Here’s what was finally approved (Sir John said he never thought we’d get it through)
0

In preparation for the AR4, there was a workshop in Paris in
2004 on climate sensitivity.
Here’s Ron on the Seine dinner cruise demonstrating the
magnitude of climate sensitivity: (“it’s about this big”)

IPCC Plenary for acceptance of the AR4, Paris, France, Jan. 29-Feb. 1, 2007

IPCC AR4: for the first
time in IPCC history, Ron
was not an author of the
projections chapter

IPCC Plenary for acceptance of the AR4, Paris, France, Jan. 29-Feb. 1, 2007

There was a media frenzy at the closing press conference
IPCC AR4 press conference, Paris, February 2, 2007

Ron stayed at the press conference for about an hour, then had to leave to
catch a plane.
Ron recalled, “Sky News interviewed me as I was walking down the street
going back to the hotel. Somebody saw the interview live in Europe (I
forget who). It was a weird experience”.

Ron Stouffer wins Nobel Peace Prize for his IPCC work
(along with several hundred of his closest friends/colleagues)

Al is holding
Ron’s award
and it is shown
in the next
slide

Al Gore was kind
enough to travel to Oslo
to accept Ron’s Nobel
Peace Prize for him

Den Norske Nobelkomite
har overenssemmende med
reglene i det av

ALFRED NOBEL
den 27, November 1895
opprettede testamente tildelt

Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate
Change
GeraldStouffer
Meehl
Ronald
Nobels Fredspris
for 2007
Oslo, 10 Desember 2007

How do scientists celebrate the Nobel Peace Prize?
Hold a science workshop in Hawaii!
Organizing committee for science workshop to commemorate the awarding of the
Nobel Peace Prize to IPCC (March, 2008, hosted by IPRC, University of Hawaii):

Jerry Meehl, Susan Solomon, Kevin Hamilton, Thomas Stocker, Ron Stouffer

Workshop to commemorate IPCC Nobel Peace Prize,
University of Hawaii, March 2008
(invitees: all LAs and CLAs from first four assessments)
“Joint IPCC-WCRP-IGBP Workshop: New Science Directions
and Activities Relevant to the IPCC AR5”

Ron’s presentation: “Uncertainty in the response to increasing CO2”

It’s been a great pleasure working with Ron on the IPCC assessments
over the years, sharing travel adventures (and it’s always an adventure
when Ron travels, like the time he single-handedly closed down the
Victoria, British Columbia, airport and they tried to blow up his GFDL
laptop…). Marla and I have greatly appreciated spending time with
Ron and Pat in various exotic meeting locales…next stop, Tucson!

The start of the modern era of multi-model global coupled climate
model simulations (IPCC 1992 update to the First Assessment Report)
GFDL (USA), MPI (Germany), NCAR (USA), UKMO (UK); 1% per year
CO2 increase, ~5° resolution (more “personal communication” results!)
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1992 was the year of the Earth Summit in Rio that marked the start of the
interface between climate science and policy on the international scale
An update to the 1990 IPCC First Assessment had just been published earlier in
1992; there were then four global coupled climate models, and many more
groups were developing new models around the world
An AGCI session was convened in the summer of 1992 to modestly chart the
future course of earth system modeling

1992 “next steps” proposed as a strategy for the future of earth system modeling
in the Eos article (obvious now, but in 1992 these were new concepts):
--higher model resolution
--improvements in model physics
--“time slice” experiments with high resolution atmospheric models
--level of complexity of ESMs related to analysis and impact studies
--must understand the mechanisms of forcing related to internal variability
--must understand the responses to a variety of anthropogenic and natural forcings
--must improve understanding of clouds and cloud feedbacks
--more observational programs and incorporate knowledge from those programs into the
models
--improved representation of land surface processes
--must understand mechanisms of decadal variability such as that associated with the
“conveyor belt” in the Atlantic
--include atmospheric chemistry and prognostic aerosols
--include terrestrial ecosystem components
--model results need to be appropriate for impacts analyses
--earth system models should be used to inform adaptation and mitigation strategies
--must take into account population and technological solutions related to adaptation and
mitigation
--earth system model information “must be disseminated to national, state and local
policymakers based on adaptations of model-based scenarios with appropriate caveats”

Another landmark AGCI session: August, 2006, to formulate CMIP5
Participants were climate modelers, chemistry and aerosol modelers, land surface
modelers, biogeochemistry modelers, IAM modelers, IAV researchers

“Firsts” in the 2006 AGCI CMIP5 session (described by Hibbard et al 2007
Eos article)
--first time the future climate change problem was divided into near-term
and long-term timescales, reflecting a shift of the science with the
emergence of decadal climate prediction and the needs of the stakeholder
community for near-term climate change information
--this session essentially launched the field of decadal climate prediction as
a new area of climate science
--the first time ESM experiments were included in a CMIP phase, reflecting
the rise of carbon cycle components being included in standard AOGCMs
--first time to connect the Earth System Modeling Community with the
Integrated Assessment Modeling community in planning a CMIP phase

--the first time idealized experiments to promote understanding of the
climate system were formulated for inclusion in a CMIP phase

2013: Given the success of
the 2006 AGCI session in
formulating CMIP5, it was
decided to convene an AGCI
session in 2013 to plan CMIP6
bringing together climate
scientists, IAM modelers and
IAV researchers

