Design of the new WCRP Home
“Regional Information for Society - RifS”
Telecon, 20 November 2020 18:00-19:30 CET

Participants: See the appendix
Jacob chaired the meeting. She briefly informed about the preparatory work carried out by the Task Team

for Regional Activities (TTRA) for this Home and explained the draft structure. Then she opened the floor
for discussions.

Summary of oral contributions and comments from the chat

FIRST PART
On the RIfS structure and the individual building blocks:
Do they make sense? Are we missing something?

ABoUT BB1(REGIONAL CLIMATE SCIENCE), BB2 (GLOBAL INFORMATION FOR REGIONAL SCALES)
& BB3 (PREDICTING CLIMATE)

e The distinction of BB1 and BB2 was questioned. Regional scale information can also be derived from
GCMs, in particular high-resolution ones. It seems that BB2 addresses only the large-scale drivers of
regional climate even though it is very important. There is also a lot of overlap between climate change
and decadal scale variability. This issue becomes stronger with shorter (e.g., seasonal) timescales.
BB1 does not sound it does anything else but climate change. In short: BB1 should integrate
information from GCMs as well. This way it would also foster the analysis of added value.

e Put BB3 instead of BB2 in order to go from the regional projection to the seasonal one, and then to the
transformation to society, i.e., 3 steps that are quite distinctive, yet complementary and building on
each other.

e Support to the present BB1 as is because it is about very high resolution (km-scale) and the GCMs are
just not there yet. BB1 will also produce information for society.

e Suggestion to call BB1 “Regional Climate Projections” because the science is everywhere, by adapting
the general scientific knowledge to the user society.

e BB1 should be broader than just CORDEX activities as regional climate science is being carried out in
other WCRP Core Projects too

e There are multiple delivery systems for the kind of information that could be generated from BBs 1 to 3.
These include the RCOFS, informing national climate policies like NAPs and Nationally Determined
Contributions to the Paris Agreement, National State of the Climate Reports to underpin climate
negotiations, etc. ldentifying these pathways, and their information requirements, would give BB4
some structure.

e Pull RifS out from the Lighthouse Activities (LHA) and away from the “predicting climate” (BB3) which
is being done well in other groups. Instead use BB3 to concentrate on extreme hazards, e.g.,
infrequent but very extreme events. That would make RifS unique. It can be argued that much of the
needed information for society is about hazards. Should BB3 be a call-out directly to quantifying and
projecting hazards (predicting climate is not very specific to ‘us’ RifS)?
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BB4: Dialogue with Society

What is exciting about RifS is actually the co-production of actionable information that shapes what the
other BBs are doing.

“‘Understanding pathways to application”, this is a time series that is put into a, for instance, crop
model. It is the top of the distribution, the tale of facts that informs worse case scenarios preparations.
It would also be interesting in using this to identify the non-traditional indices or hazards beyond the
top/obvious ones (e.g., heat waves).

The whole dialogue in how we assess skill would mean a change in the way we do climate science to
a climate application perspective.

This block should position itself (very carefully) within the adaption/resilience/ development landscape
where climate information often lands. Using terms like trans-disciplinary implies a lot and also implies
different things to different communities. Must figure out what our role is within the landscape, and
what it isn't. Perhaps BB4 should primarily be viewed as an "input" to guide BB1 to 3 rather than an
"output". BB4 should be viewed as guiding the home, not as the "dissemination wing"

The society/user landscape is wide and complex, and they have different approaches; how will RifS
deal with that? Connecting/dialogues with decision makers it is very contextually dependent. For this it
is important the bottom-up approach, for instance, what type of dialogue you mean: is it putting
together a product or is it to discuss how the science is being done? The question in the working
document: “how can scientists engage with the user landscape?” is very relevant. It is also important to
learn about this landscape in order to best engage with them.

Use the already existing regional interfaces, for instance the local/regional climate centres and service
providers + scientific community not directly connected with WCRP. RifS can ensure this connection
through coordination. In fact, there are several examples of such coordination, where WCRP has
provided climate indices, models scenarios in Asia and South America.

“Dialogue with society” sounds vague and might be unachievable. Suggest to change the name of BB4
to: "Development of actionable information" via dialogue with stakeholders across a range of scales.
We as domain experts should be able to identify products that are achievable, even in the absence of
that engagement. Advise also to collect learned lessons and experiences from research and
engagement outside of WCRP, e.g., activities funded by NOAA in the USA, DfID in UK, etc.

This block seems designed top-down. Misses bottom-up approach: it is the society or users that decide
what type of information they want? By communicating with the users, you establish a two-way
dialogue (top-down and bottom-up).

if BB4 is on distillation, then it should link much stronger to BB1-BB3. Distillation is not just deriving
useful indices, but implies communication and stakeholder dialogue.

Suggest to move the points on reconciling information from multiple lines of evidence into this block,
and change the name of BB4, as it would have a component on information generation and a
component on translating this information for use by stakeholders in a specific context.

One could separate the modelling activities from the analyses/ understanding activities. The latter ones
should be cross-community on distilling information.

ABOUT THE LINK TO CLIMATE SERVICES

Climate Services provide an important pathway for BB4, which connect with WMO commissions and
services. Climate services would primarily be delivered by National Meteorological & Hydrological
Services, but they need a strong connection with academia to develop the underlying tools. It is crucial
to implement co-production as early as possible in the process.
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The links to climate services can be through the services and operational folk in WMO, I0C and
others. There is a need to work with them to ensure what WCRP does is useful to them.

Supports the idea of cooperating with climate service providers as a channel of communication instead
of directly addressing the stakeholders as they are signs of “stakeholder fatigue” e.g., scientist asking
stakeholders what they need. Note: This holds for LHA My Climate Risk as well.

Strengthen existing channels of communications with stakeholders and establish new ones as there is
also a need to get more people involved to tackle some of these issues, i.e. inject fresh blood in the
system.

Take advantage of the experience from WCRP on-going activities where scientists, services people,
policy folk and engineers etc. are/have worked together. Examples are the Grand Challenges on (i)

Weather and Climate Extremes, (ii) Regional Sea Level change and coastal impacts, and (iii) Near-

Term Climate Prediction (that led to the WMO Decadal Outlook)

ABOUT THE DESIGN, RELATIONSHIPS AND BOUNDARIES OF RIFS

During the design it will be important to (i) define what the boundaries are and also the
interconnections, (i) encourage interdisciplinarity and learn from what others have done. Maybe BB4 is
the place to do it. The WCRP approach is to coordinate activities - it should be a natural part of being
in the home to work with and across different scientific discipline boundaries. So, this should be
encouraged by the structure

Save a block dedicated to the coordination of RCM technical/production work as for CMIP in dialogue
with the others blocks

Important how RifS will interact with the other Core Projects/Homes/LHAs. At the end, the goal of the
LHAs is to work together. Where does RifS ends and when RifS reaches the Core Projects for input?

Not clear what distinguishes RIfS from the My Climate Risk LHA. Would the LHA start some flagship
projects to kick of what is going on here? Is the LHA scope more narrow? Clarify the
connection/boundaries with the LHA My Climate Risks to avoid overlap.

The RIfS home is very interdisciplinary and even has transdisciplinary aspects - so the distinction
between the LHA and RIfS is not quite clear. Maybe this must be discussed within the LHA as well.

Where is the study of regional climate phenomena (incl. extremes events), all phenomena relevant for
regional climate and local people?

Should attempt to cover all the components of the regional climate system (aerosol, regional seas,
cities, ...) not just atmospheric and land as the initial CORDEX did.

Don't forget the words "regional climate understanding” and "improve scientific knowledge" and all
what is needed for the long-term model improvement.

The Home should have 'doors' that can bring in people from the social sciences, adaptation and
resilience communities, and statisticians since they are expert in making sense out of data.

Can be problematic with expectations of RifS "producing" regional information for decision makers (as
in doing a climate services job) as RifS shall not become a producer of information alongside the
plethora of other producers. Yet, the science behind the services can be informed by emerging needs.

If regions are the overarching domain for RifS it would make sense to have the building blocks focused
on prediction and information on various timescales on regional scales. This would facilitate Regional
Climate Outlook Forums to provide a platform for research to operations.

ON STATISTICIANS/STATISTICS ANALYSIS

Suggested to include statisticians in this work, to provide useful information about probability
occurrence and limitations of prediction skill. Statistics have more prediction than model scenarios and
provide information about the probabilities, e.g., statistical downscaling is very suited for that. Favours
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accuracy instead of uncertainty as it tells you more the limitations, for instance, what cannot be
predicted. Stronger involvement of statisticians may perhaps provide an additional perspective - PDFs
may be more predictable than individual outcomes.

ON IMPACT MODELLING

Not clear where impact modelling fits in this structure. This is important because it is often a
connection point with decision making. Climate information and impacts modelling is increasingly
interactive, so would be good to improve linkages within programs rather than seeing impacts as
external follow-on. Impacts modelling is not just an operational community endeavour but involves a lot
of basic research with direct connections to the types of climate information we need to create and
evaluate. One could do worse than acknowledge explicitly the several global and regional impact MIPs
in the list under “3. Relationships” in the working document, outside the WCRP community, such as the
AgriculturalMIP and Inter-sectoralMIP.

SECOND PART
What happens in the climatic “hotspots”, what kind of research is needed, what are the drivers, etc?
How will climate change impact on business, economic sectors, life as a whole?
Can RifS answer these questions or are we missing something?

What is needed is the local knowledge and the sustain dialogue with the local community. Regarding
the physics we can plough through the long-term data series available. But the challenging part is the
communication of that information, something that goes beyond WCRP. So, we must connect with
social sciences and develop sustainable channels of communication with the local communities in
order to understand what their responsibilities, constrains, histories, cultural issues are. That is the
difficult part.

Attribution of core patterns and understanding all of the variables that play a role in the model outputs
about the extreme event in question (e.g., drought impact on water availability) is important. In the
decision making there are a number of aspects to take into consideration such as, water supply, water
demands, the financial aspects for water utilities, etc. All these are valuable factors and information
that must feed back into the type of science that should be carried out to answer those questions and
aid in the decision making. There is a lot of ambiguity in this landscape and more two-way dialogue
can clarify in that subject and others.

The climate science is the easy part. “Thresholds of failure”, i.e., tolerance levels, successive tipping
points are needed, but often hyper-tailored to system elements. When is it that societal systems fail
and what are the climate drivers exceeding that threshold? Finding out about these thresholds would fit
nicely back into the science.

How society response to those climate hotspots is very subjective. From the short-term scale variability
point of view, what is needed is long-term observations which are not always available, and models
that perform well for the region in question. Only then you can move forward and do the analysis and
start to understand the climate part of it.

Regarding information: not necessarily lack of it, but using the existing one and most importantly,
helping the individuals that are trying to make sense of that information in order to navigate that space.
One should navigate through the existing information, not always necessary to get more of it.

WMO and the Green Climate Fund are working with local communities and local funding. There will be
a need to engage with the local scientists and help them in having a more authority voice in their own
context, as a way to channel the info into the decision making through them.
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e The context of the climate information is critical for steering the research. We also need to learn to
walk before we run. There are fundamental issues around the development of regional climate
information that is defensible, applicable and in the right context. But there is a need to find a balance
between bringing this context into the WCRP without neglecting the fundamental science behind that.
We must ensure we are advancing the fundamental science.

e The question could be rephrased to: 'How does weather affect you where you live? Why does it
matter?" One can use statistical theory and data to answer some of the questions, and then ask if one
can get a more reliable answer by bringing in information based on climate models and scale
dependencies. Such extreme events are usually difficult to quantify. Also, drought has several
definitions and there is not one unique definition of a ‘heatwave'. But it may be possible to predict the
shape of the pdfs.

e The term "hot spot" is problematic - one person's hot spot may be another's lower priority. It is
politically difficult to justify such definitions, because there are so many vested interests involved

e The question about drought would inform model development: one may argue our GCMs are currently
not fit projecting changes in the circulation causing drought. So, within BB2 one could develop
diagnostics to evaluate models, and could inform the choice of models as well as development of
better models?

SUGGESTIONS OF NAMES INSTEAD OF BUILDING BLOCKS
Clusters / Domains / Themes / Nodes / Building Branches

WHAT’S NEXT

Participants were invited to contribute to the RifS working document at
https://docs.qgoogle.com/document/d/1W2XM2t xLpkOqws99fY16uzWIg7GHpReVAQE psxZo0/edit?usp=

sharing

Highlights from the input in the working document and all the comments, ideas, suggestions from the meeting
today will be presented to the WCRP Joint Scientific Committee at their extraordinary meeting 30 Nov-3 Dec
2020 (JSC-41B).

The design of the science plan, structure governance and implementation plan for RifS will continue in
2021. A number of meetings and workshops among this community will be organised for this purpose in
order to prepare a white paper by the end of June.

Jacob, Solman, Goodess and Hewitson thanked all the participants for stimulating discussions, ideas and
recommendations.
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PARTICIPANTS

Surname Name Institution Country Email address
1. Ahrens Bodo Institut fuer Atmosphare und Umwelt / Geozentrum Riedberg Germany Bodo.Ahrens@iau.uni-
frankfurt.de
. . WCRP Coordination Office for Regional Activities & Bjerknes .
2. Balino Beatriz Centre for Climate Research Norway cora@werp-climate.org
3. Behar David CIimatg Rrogram at San Francisco Public Utilities USA DBehar@sfwater.or
Commission
4. Benestad Rasmus Norwegian Meteorological Institute Norway rasmusb@met.no
5. Betolli Ma Laura Dep. Ciencias de la Atmdsfera y los Océanos, FCEN-UBA/ Argentina | bettolli@at.fcen.uba.ar
CONICET
6. Carter Timothy Finnish Regearch Erogramme on Climate Change, Finnish Finland tim.carter@ymoaristo f
Meteorological Institute
7. Cavazos Tereza Depto. de Oceanografia Fisica, CICESE Mexico tzcavazos@gmail.com
. Earth System Physics Section, International Centre for N
8. Coppola Erika Theoretical Physics Italy coppolae@ictp.it
. . Graduate School of Systems and Information Engineering, . .
9. Dairaku Koji University of Tsukuba Japan dairaku@kz.tsukuba.ac.jp
10. Das Lalu Dgp.AgrlcuIturaI Meteorology & Physics, Bidhan Chandra India daslalubckv@amail.com
Krishi Viswavidyalaya
11. Dilley Maxx Climate $ewlces Branch, Services Department, WMO Switzerland | mdillev@wmo.int
Secretariat
12. Goddard Lisa International Research Institute for Climate and Society (IRI) USA goddard@iri.columbia.edu
13. Goodess Claire University of East Anglia UK C.Goodess@uea.ac.uk
14. Gutowski Bil Iovya State University, Dep. Geological And Atmospheric USA qutowski@iastate.edu
Sciences
15. Heckl Mareike German Aerospace Center (DLR) Germany | Office@sparc-climate.org
16. Hesselbjerg Jens Danish Climate Centre of the Danish Meteorological Institute Denmark | hesselbjerg@nbi.ku.dk
17. Hewitson Bruce Environmental & Geographical Science at University of Soyth hewitson@csag.uct.ac.za
Capetown Africa
18. Jack Christopher | Climate Systems Analysis Group, U Cape Town 2?&2 cjack@csag.uct.ac.za
19. Jacob Daniela Climate Service Center Germany (GERICS) Germany | d.jacob@hzg.de
. Centre for Climate Change Research, Indian Institute of . sanjay@tropmet.res.in,
20. Jayanarayanan | Sanjay Tropical Meteorology India sanjayj1965@gmail.com
21. Katrakgou Eleni Dep. Mete'or.ology and Climatology, Aristotle University of Greece katragou@auth.qr
Thessaloniki
22. Koll Eﬂm : CLIVAR Monsoon Project Office, IITM India | rkolli@clivar.or
23, Kurnaz M. Levent Center for Climate Change and Policy Studies, Bogazici Turkey mikumnaz@amail.com
University mikurnaz@gmail.com
24. Lake Iréne Swedish Meteorological and Hydrological Institute Sweden Irene.Lake@smhi.se
25. Langendijk Gaby Climate Services in Germany, GERICS Germany | gaby.langendik@hzg.de
2. Lennard Chris Department of Environmental and Geographical Science, U Soyth lennard@csag.uct.ac.za
Cape Town Africa
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PARTICIPANTS

27. Maraun Douglas Wegener Center for Climate and Global Change Austria douglas.maraun@unigraz.at
28. Martinez WMO for North America, Central America, and the . . .
. Rodney . Costa Rica | rmartinez@wmo.int
Guingla Caribbean,
29. Orr Andrew British Antarctic Survey UK anmcr@bas.ac.uk
30. Polcher Jan Laboratoire de Meteorologie Dynamique France, CNRS France jan.polcher@Imd.jussieu.fr
Department of Earth and Atmospheric Sciences,
31. Pryor Sara C. ComnellEngineering USA | sp2279@comell.edu
National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration, The Abdus
32. Pulwarty RogerS. Salam International Centre for Theoretical Physics USA roger.pulwarty(@noaa.gov
33. Robertson Andrew International Research Institute, for Climate and Society (IRI) USA awr@iri.columbia.edu
34. Rodriguez Regina Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina, CLIVAR Brazil regina.rodrigues@ufsc.br
Alexander | NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies & AgMIP
35. Ruane C. (Agricultural MIP) USA alexander.c.ruane@nasa.gov
36. Santos José Escuela Superior Politécnica del Litoral Ecuador jose.santos@clivar.org
37. Sasaki Hidetaka Tsukuba Research Institute Japan hsasaki@mri-jma.go.jp
38 Scaife Adam E;c}ta;al Prediction, Met Office Hadley Centre & Univ of UK adam.scaife@metoffice.qov.uk
39. Schliinsen- . . .
Rico Anke Climate Service Center Germany (GERICS) Germany | cora@wcrp-climate.org
40. Shepherd Ted Grant.ham Chair in Climate Science at the University of UK theodore.shepherd@reading.a
Reading c.uk
41. Sobolowski Stefan NORCE & the Bjerknes Centre for Climate Research Norway stso@norceresearch.no
42. Solman Silvina Unlver3|dgd de Buenos Aires, Dep of Atmospheric and Argentina | solman@cima.fcen.uba.ar
Ocean Sciences
Meteo-France / CNRM, Regional Climate Modelling team,
43. Somot Samuel Centre National de Recherches Meteorologiques France samuel somot@meteo.ft
44, Sparrow Mike World CI]mate Research Division, WMO & Head WCRP Switzerland | msparrow@wmo.int
Secretariat msparrow@wmo.nt
- - Regional Integrated Multi-hazard Early warning System . sriniren@gmail.com
45. Srinivasan G. (Srini) (RIMES), Asian Institute of Technology Thailand srini@rimes.int
46. Stephenson Tannecia Department of Physics, The University of the West Indies Jamaica tanneC|a.lstephenson02@UW|m
ona.edu.jm
47. Teichmann Claas Climate Service Center Germany (GERICS) Germany | claas.teichmann@hzg.de
48. Thatchter Marcus CSIRO Oceans and Atmosphere Australia | Marcus.Thatcher@csiro.au
49, van der Wel Narelle WCRP secretariat, WMO Switzerland | nvanderwel@wmo.int
50. van Oevelen | Peter GEWEX International Project Office USA pvanoevelen@gewex.orq
51. Zhang Xuebin Environment and Climate Change Canada Canada xuebin.zhang@canada.ca
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