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Scenario CO, Conc. | Temperature | Precipitation

{ppm) (c) (%)

Reference 330 0 0

] 330 1.1 0

2 330 6.4 0

4 330 0 20

5 330 0 210

6 330 0 0

1 550 1.1 0

8 550 1.1 10

9 550 1.1 20

10 550 1.1 210

11 550 11 20

13 970 6.4 10

14 970 6.4 20

15 970 6.4 ~10

16 970 6.4 20
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Baseline scenarios (absolute values)
CQO; Conc. Temperature Precipitation Water Yield ET Irrigation Water Use Streamflow
{ppm) (c) (%) (mm) {mm) {mm) (ms”)
modern conditions 85.4 437.7 224.4 108.9
Climate change scenarios (changes relative to baseline scenarios)
CO, Conc. Temperature Precipitation Water Yield ET Irrigation Water Use Streamflow
{ppm) () (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
330 +1.1 0 -3.4 0.4 -0.5 -2.4
330 +6.4 0 -15.6 2.8 -0.8 -11.9
330 0 +10 22.0 2.2 -0.7 8.0
330 0 +20 46.1 4.0 -1.0 16.6
330 0 -10 -20.3 -2.5 0.4 -7.4
330 0 -20 -38.4 -5.4 1.2 -14.3
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E 3 & Az g J[F dEet Xo| HR(ZHMLY, UM, BIHTE, SIHSE
€0, Conc. €O, Conc. €O, Cone. €O, Cone. CO;

{ppm) (ppm) (ppm) {ppm)
Baseline scenario ( atm. COZ, temperature and precipitation at modern levels)

+0% 85.4mm 437.7mm 524.2mm 108.9m’s™

IPCC emission scenario Bl (atm. CO,=550 ppm; Mean temperature +1.1C)

Change relative to baseline scenario (%)

+8% +1.6 -8.1 -16.3 +2.2
+10% +24.9 -6.2 -15.9 +10.7
+20% +50.4 -4.7 -16.3 +19.7
-10% -19.3 -1.4 -14.6 -5.4
-20% -37.9 -13.1 -13.7 -12.6

IPCC emission scenario AIF1 (atm. CO,=970 ppm; Mean temperature +6.4 C)

Change relative to baseline scenario (%)

+0% +36.5 -37.5 -58.3 +23.5
+10% +65.0 -36.5 -58.8 +32.7
+20% +94.5 -35.7 -59.1 +42.3
-10% +8.8 -38.6 -57.9 +14.8
-20% -17.2 -39.7 -56.9 +5.7
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