AOGCM Details: Columns 2 & 3 independently from CMIP2, columns 4, 5 & 6 from TAR Table 9.1. 

	MODEL
	DT (Def1)
	DT (Def2)
	DT (TAR)
	DT2x (equ)
	DT2x (eff)
	Kz

	GFDL(R15)
	2.03
	2.15
	2.15
	3.7
	4.2
	2.3

	CSIRO
	1.70
	2.00
	2.00
	4.3
	3.7
	1.6

	HadCM3
	1.83
	2.02
	2.0
	3.3
	3.0
	1.9

	HadCM2
	1.56
	1.73
	1.7
	
	2.5
	1.7

	ECHAM4
	1.39
	1.41
	1.4
	
	2.6
	9.0

	CSM1.0
	1.25
	1.44
	1.43 (?)
	2.1
	1.9
	2.3

	PCM
	1.14
	1.31
	1.27 (??)
	2.1
	1.7
	2.3

	BMRC
	1.52
	1.58
	1.63 (??)
	2.2
	
	

	CCC
	1.91
	1.92
	1.96 (??)
	
	3.6
	

	CCSR
	1.73
	1.62
	
	
	
	

	CERF
	1.82
	1.64
	
	
	
	

	ECHAM3
	1.53
	1.58
	
	3.2
	
	

	GISS
	1.69
	1.45
	1.45
	3.1
	
	

	IAP
	1.47
	1.65
	
	
	
	

	LMD
	1.96
	1.97
	1.96 (?)
	3.6
	
	

	MRI
	1.47
	1.61
	1.6
	4.8
	2.5
	

	W&M
	3.44
	3.43
	
	
	
	


NOTES

(1) Columns 2 & 3 are years 61-80 minus 1-20 from 1% runs and parallel control.

(2) ‘?’ or ‘??’ in column 4 denotes minor or substantial disagreement between TAR and independent calculation.

(3) Why is DT2x (eff) in MRI so much lower than DT2x (equ)?

(4) Def 1 vs Def 2 results imply substantial drift in CSIRO, HadCM3, HadCM2, CSM and PCM, yet common view is that these models have negligible global-mean drift. The differences seem too large to be due to inter-20yr noise. 

(5) Def 1 vs Def 2 results imply CCC and W&M have negligible drift, yet common view is that these models have large global-mean drift.

(6) Scatter plot of DT (Def2) against DT2x (eff), 9 points, shows a good fit except for HadCM3 (DT (Def2) value is too high) and ECHAM4 (DT (Def2) too low). The ECHAM4 result may reflect the large apparent Kz for this model – but the HadCM3 result seems to have no explanation (unless the Kz value is much less than shown here).      

