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1 Introduction

Table 1 Environmental flow indicators

Table 2 Distribution of impact levels per runs (% of cells)
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Table 3 Differences in impact levels between runs (% of differing cells)
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Nine parameters (one value per year of record per site)
16 indicators (one value per period of record per site) as median (magnitude) and interquartile range (variability); (modes for flood and
minimum flow timing) ie 7 magnitude indicators + 7 variability indicators + 2 mode indicators 3 Results

(baseline + 10 modelled series)

TABLE 1

}

Absolute differences between baseline and modelled indicators

|

Indicators flagged as different from baseline if change > thresholds: (30% for median and interquartile range; 1 month for mode)

}

Colour-coding system: blue, green, amber, or red when number of indicators differing from baseline is O, 1-5, 6-10, or 11-16, respectively
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Overall future impacts (Table 2 and maps)

« Under all projections, most rivers are impacted (> 50% of cells medium impact and 15-20% high impact)
 Total numbers of cells in each impact category are very similar for all projections (but MIMR less impacted than IPCM4)

Differences between climate models and socio-economic scenarios (Table3 and maps)

* MIMR runs ~30% different from IPCM4 runs

» Socio-economic scenarios ~20% from IPCM4 Natural and up to 10% from MIMR Natural
» Socio-economic scenarios are quite similar (differences within 4-9% under both climate models; note: maps almost identical, hence only EcF featured)

4 Conclusions

 Climate models are primary drivers, socio-economic scenarios are secondary drivers
* Differences between models and scenarios relate mainly to the location of impacts




