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1.  INTRODUCTION

Within the past 2 decades, many global climate mod-
els have been developed to simulate the climate sce-
narios of the future decades. These models (e.g.
HadCM, CSIRO, GFDL, GISS, CCGM) are generally
capable of representing the broad features of the
global atmospheric circulation reasonably well, and
have provided the fundamental framework on which
developers can generate scenarios and formulate
decision making processes (Houghton 1997, Naki-
cenovic et al. 2000, IPCC 2001, Dai 2006). Despite the
utility of these models, their performance in reproduc-
ing regional climatic details is rather poor. This is par-
ticularly true for variables such as precipitation and
surface wind speed. With respect to the simulation of
regional climates, GCMs suffer from several limita-
tions, including a lack of sufficiently detailed surface
data, inability of model parameterizations to model
fine scales, and computational time required for high

resolution runs (Kim et al. 1984, von Storch et al. 1993,
Murphy 1999, Pan et al. 2001, IPCC 2001, 2007a, Ichi-
kawa 2004, Cook & Vizy 2006, Emori 2006). Hence,
most GCMs are run at relatively coarse spatial resolu-
tions, generally >2.0° for both latitude and longitude
(>200 km for middle latitudes).

The direct result of the poor spatial resolution of
GCMs is a serious mismatch of scale between the
available climate change scenarios and the scale of
interest to many climate data users. This is particularly
true for the generation of climate scenarios for small
islands or in other bounded areas smaller than the
resolution of the models. Attempts to bridge this gap
have typically taken the form of semi-empirical down-
scaling approaches, which make use of the fact that
GCMs are good predictors of large-scale variables and
atmospheric conditions sufficiently far removed from
the surface of the earth (Matyasovszky et al. 1994,
Sailor & Xiangshang 1999). The approach involves
relating these large scale parameters (e.g. upper level
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winds, geopotential heights, and sea level pressure)
to historical observations of the surface parameter of
interest (temperature, precipitation, wind speed, etc.).
Thereafter, a transfer function can be developed using
a wide range of modeling tools such as linear regres-
sion, classification and regression tree analysis, or
neural networks. Once the transfer function is devel-
oped, it is assumed to remain invariant under climate
change and is applied to the large scale parameters
from a GCM climate change scenario. The result is a
projection of the surface parameter of interest under
the conditions of the change in climate.

Wilby & Wigley (1997) have divided these downscal-
ing approaches into 4 categories: regression methods,
weather pattern-based approaches, stochastic weather
generators and limited-area modeling. Due to their
ease of implementation and low computation require-
ments, regression methods implemented within regional
models or statistical downscaling models have become
the most widely used. These methods have thus gained
acceptance in many developing countries where re-
sources are limited.

A somewhat more refined method, which has been
applied to temperature and rainfall, is an approach
described as the bias-correction and spatial down-
scaling method presented by Wood et al. (2004). This
method implements a quantile-based mapping of the
probability density functions for the monthly GCM
precipitation and temperature onto those of gridded
observed data, spatially aggregated to the GCM scale.
This mapping is then applied to plausible simulations
of the GCMs. According to Maurer (2007), this allows
the mean and variability of a GCM to evolve in accor-
dance with the GCM simulation, while matching all
statistical moments between the GCM and observa-
tions for the base period. Wood et al. (2004) and Mau-
rer (2007) also showed that the technique compared
favorably to other downscaling techniques and is
computationally efficient.

Notwithstanding this, these downscaling methods
also fall short in their applicability in areas where long
periods of historical climate data observations are not
available. This is the case for most tropical islands and
many other local areas which are not directly repre-
sented by the resolution of the GCM gridscales.

This work seeks to go a step further in the process of
advancing the downscaling techniques by incorporat-
ing the historical data from all the available data points
(i.e. stations) in the domain area. The method attempts
to establish quantitative statistical relationships be-
tween all the stations within the area in order to pro-
duce the fine resolution interpolations for local areas,
where no historical records exist. The term ‘domain’
shall be used to refer to the area of interest where the
downscaling is required.

2.  METHODS

The methodology proposed is based on the principal
argument that for small domains, the main modulators
to the climatic elements’ distribution within the domain,
such as topography, proximity of bodies of water, etc.,
will continue to play the pivotal role in the local rela-
tive distribution of those elements, irrespective of the
changes in the global climate drivers. Hence some de-
gree of stationarity is being assumed in the individual
contributions. We also argue that the physical forcing
by large-scale atmospheric circulation is reflected in
the GCM climatology at individual grid-points. The
semi-empirical downscaling approach developed and
presented in this study is a variation on the previously
mentioned techniques. This approach first establishes
an empirical model between all the available historical
data stations within the domain, and then draws a com-
parative distribution of the local climate variables from
the large-scale GCM variables. As a result, an obvious
difference between this method and other approaches
such as that of Wigley et al. (1990), which utilizes trans-
forms derived from empirical relationships between a
set of local climate variables and the same suite of vari-
ables from the GCM simulations, is that the empirical
relationship for this method is derived from the distrib-
ution of the local climate variable, as indicated by the
data stations. Hence, whereas methods such as Wigley
et al. (1990) implement regression analyses to perform
sub-grid scale interpolations through the usage of a
series of predictors and predictands between the GCM
and the local domain, in this method the downscaling is
performed for one element at a time from the GCM,
whose downscaled distribution over the domain is de-
termined directly from the statistical and spatial rela-
tionships derived from the historical data within the do-
main. Further, unlike the Wigley et al. (1990) model, in
this method downscaling of the desired element is not
determined by correlating the GCM values with other
meteorological elements.

The grid box values of the large-scale GCM output,
which correspond to the domain within which the
downscaling is required, are then adjusted within the
empirical model to generate predictions for the local
climate variable being considered. While precipitation
is the local climate variable studied in this work, the
approach is general enough to be applied to other sur-
face variables of interest, as long as ‘adequate’ histori-
cal records exist to establish acceptable point-to-point
correlations between the data stations provided and
the domain mean to which they contribute. As with
other downscaling methods, this algorithm can only
be applied to variables for which there is direct equi-
valence between the station measurements and the
GCM.
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3.  ALGORITHM

The refining algorithm is used to generate fine-reso-
lution computations for the area, based on the climatic
distribution of a given element within that area. The
optimal climatic distribution definition is one which
is determined from long-term observations (possibly
spanning many decades). However, shorter periods
may also be used with the understanding that the
degree of reliability of distribution of the element from
such limited data may result in point-to-point analyses,
which may be less dependable.

We start with the premise that a small area com-
pletely bounded within a larger area will maintain
an acceptably stable empirical relationship with the
larger area which circumscribes it in the long term
mean, if the entire area is uniformly exposed to some
particular stimulus. Therefore, if we consider a physi-
cal space, where Area B is completely bounded by
Area A, then an empirical relationship to compute the
areal mean value of B for some time instance, when the
mean value of Area A is provided for that same
instance, can be expressed simply as:

where
–
XA = long term area mean for A, 

–
XB = long

term area mean for B, and XA = an instance areal
mean for A.

The steps to the algorithm are therefore defined as
follows:

(1) Start with available historical data from as many
stations as possible within the domain and its vicinity,
if available. The preference is for as many stations as
possible within the area corresponding to the GCM
grid boxes which superimpose the area of interest.

(2) Compute the mean of the meteorological element
for each station within the domain for the temporal res-
olution (daily, monthly, etc.) for which the downscaling
will be performed.

(3) Using all the stations, compute the areal mean for
the domain.

(4) Determine the percentage contribution of each
station to the areal mean. That value will be used as
the station’s coefficient to the areal mean.

(5) Get the baseline mean used by the GCM for the
meteorological element within the GCM grid box
which superimposes the area of interest.

(6) Use the domain’s element mean and the GCM
grid box baseline mean to create a relationship index
between the grid box’s baseline average and the
domain’s historical average for the element. (For any
time slice, the element’s mean areal value for the
domain can be expressed as the product of the rela-
tionship index and the GCM grid box value.)

(7) For the time slice required, obtain the value of the
element from the GCM grid box which corresponds to
the required area of the domain. In the event of multiple
grid boxes (2, 3 or 4) connecting over the domain, one of
2 options can be employed: either use the mean of the
grid boxes or sub-divide the domain to correspond to the
areas superimposed by the individual GCM grid boxes.

(8) The predicted element value for each station can
then be computed as the product of the computed
mean of the domain and the coefficient to the mean for
the station.

(9) Use interpolation techniques to generate the pre-
dicted distribution over the required domain.

From the steps cited, it becomes clear that some his-
torical knowledge of the areal distribution of the ele-
ment being considered is required. This is achieved in
Steps 1 to 4. In Steps 5 and 6, the relationship between
the GCM baseline climatology and the actual clima-
tology of the domain is established. As with the other
statistical downscaling models, the argument can be
made that optimal comparison would be one where the
baseline period for both the GCM and the domain are
the same. However, for this work the hypothesis is
premised not so much on matching of timelines, but is
based on the proportional distribution of the meteoro-
logical element over the desired domain, during an
instance when the mean is not biased by extremes.

Hence, once the areal distribution is properly cap-
tured by the available historical data, then the changes
indicated by the GCMs can be redistributed accord-
ingly within the domain. This technique, although
having some foundation in the method used in other
studies (such as Wilby & Wigley 1997, Wilby et al.
2002, 2003), adopts a process which is different from
those previous methods. In Steps 8 and 9 the GCM
values are modified, redistributed and interpolated to
reflect the climatology of the local domain.

4.  CASE STUDY — RAINFALL PROJECTIONS FOR
BARBADOS

Barbados is located at 13° N, 59° W, and has an area
of 431 km2. Data were obtained from 14 stations scat-
tered throughout the island, providing monthly data
between 1960 and 2007 (Fig. 1). The mean monthly
rainfall data observed at those stations during 1960–
1999 are provided in Table 1.

4.1.  Barbados climate

Barbados is the easternmost island of the Caribbean
Archipelago. Its atmospheric conditions are almost exclu-
sively controlled by the variations in the North Atlantic

Areal mean of B =
X X

X

B A

A

( )
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high-pressure system. The climate is characterized by an
annual wet and dry season during June to November and
February to April, respectively. The wet season coincides
with the Atlantic hurricane season and most of the rainfall
is produced by tropical disturbances which pass through
the Eastern Caribbean. The mean annual rainfall be-
tween 1960 and 1999 was 1428 mm, or about 119 mm
mo–1. On average there are 190 d yr–1 with >0.1 mm of
rainfall. The driest month is March, when mean rainfall is
~51 mm. The wettest month is November with mean rain-
fall of ~210 mm. Rainfall is characterized by a high-rainfall
zone extending from the higher-elevation central part of
the island towards the west and northwest sections. The
low-lying coastal regions of the extreme north and the
south typically have the lowest rainfall (see the ‘Observed
climatology’ column of Supplement 1, available at www.
int-res.com/articles/suppl/c043p241_supp.pdf.

The climate is tropical maritime, with a mean annual
relative humidity of 76% and a mean monthly relative
humidity ranging from 71% in February–May to 81%
in October–November. The annual mean temperature
is 26.0°C, with the highest (lowest) monthly mean
maximum temperature of 30°C (21°C) between April
and October (January and March).

4.2.  Models and data

For this case study, the Hadley Centre’s GCM Had-
CM3 has been selected to provide GCM data for the
2080s within the grid box where the island of Barbados

is located. It should be noted that this GCM was used
simply because of the availability of its outputs. No
attempt is being made to promote or evaluate the
appropriateness of any specific GCM model. For
an RCM comparative analysis, the outputs from the
Hadley Centre’s RCM model PRECIS are also pre-
sented for a smaller subset area of the GCM grid box.
It should be noted that the area of Barbados is approx-
imately 1% of a typical GCM grid box, and roughly
equivalent to the area of a single PRECIS grid box. Fur-
ther, the GCM’s grid box in which Barbados is located
is characterized as an ocean grid box. We should also
point out that no attempt is being made to promote or
suggest that the PRECIS model is the best or most
appropriate option for dynamic downscaling, but the
easy availability of its outputs allows a quick and
ready, if simple, comparison.

The PRECIS model’s initialization and boundary
data were supplied by the HadCM3 model and the
grid boxes were defined at 0.22° latitude, which trans-
lates to approximately 25 × 25 km. Kriging (Stein 1999)
was chosen simply because of its ability to perform
interpolations outside the polygon created by the data
points—a feature not available with other interpola-
tion methods such as inverse distance weighting to a
power (Fisher et al. 1987), triangulation with linear
interpolation (Lee & Schachter 1980), natural neigh-
bour (Laurent 1994), and minimum curvature (Smith &
Wessel 1990). Direct area downscaling, on which the
present study is based, is presented for the very small
domain bounded by the island.
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Fig. 1. HadCM3 grid boxes with location of Barbados and rainfall stations
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Based on the 14 rainfall stations which provided data
for the domain, the coefficients of the mean areal rain-
fall for each station and for each month are computed
and provided in Table 2. The available data set for
Barbados was from 1960 to 2007. The coefficients were
calculated for the period 1960–1999.

4.3.  Model performance

To assess the model’s performance with actual
observations, which were not included in the deriva-
tion of the coefficients, 3 time periods were chosen: the
wettest and driest years (2004 and 2003, respectively),
and a year when rainfall was approximately mid-
way between the 2 extremes (2000). The rainfall
in 2003 was not substantially lower than the mean for
1960–1999. However, it was the driest year available
in the 2000–2007 data set, and hence was used as the
‘dry year’ for comparison.

Coefficients from Table 2 were applied to the areal
rainfall in Barbados for 2000, 2003 and 2004 and the
results comparing observed and predicted values
are presented in Supplement 1. Some observed val-
ues were not available for comparison (Canefield: all
months in 2000; Claybury: Oct–Dec, 2004; Hannays:
all months in 2004; Lears: all months in 2003 and
St. Nicholas: May–Jun, 2004). With this sample, the
best results were obtained during the wet year
(2004), when 86 and 70% of model predictions (128
out of 149 and 105 out of 149, respectively) were
within 30 and 20% of the observed values, respec-
tively. In the dry year (2003), 71 and 55% of model
predictions (111 out of 156 and 86 out of 156, respec-
tively) were within 30 and 20%, respectively of
observed values. Similar results were also observed
during the average year (2000), when 79 and 56% of
model predictions (124 out of 156 and 87 out of 156,
respectively) were within 30 and 20% of observed
values.
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Table 1. Monthly mean observed rainfall (mm) in Barbados, 1960–1999

Station Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

Apes Hill 102.4 77.4 74.8 92.1 103.7 145.0 193.1 221.6 237.7 260.6 247.7 166.2
Belleville 47.4 36.2 32.6 41.3 43.9 81.6 111.8 154.5 142.4 172.0 133.1 78.6
CIMH 52.7 39.0 42.8 50.1 48.9 84.8 124.8 176.6 152.4 205.2 171.6 89.3
Canefield 89.9 71.1 71.4 82.4 90.4 138.0 181.1 209.8 217.8 246.7 222.8 152.3
Claybury 91.6 63.6 60.5 78.5 93.2 128.5 171.1 193.6 197.6 247.6 205.3 156.0
Drax Hall 73.8 54.3 52.4 71.3 81.0 101.4 142.6 174.4 169.9 203.3 181.2 121.6
Edgecumbe 69.5 52.3 47.8 68.4 73.0 102.9 144.5 166.0 168.5 199.1 178.4 123.5
G. Adams 59.4 41.5 39.1 53.4 63.8 88.1 128.2 139.7 143.8 166.1 149.1 93.6
Haggatts 71.6 51.4 50.5 59.7 76.8 107.1 146.5 158.6 178.1 213.0 201.3 113.0
Hannays 61.6 46.2 41.2 55.4 58.0 88.6 121.8 156.0 150.2 189.0 156.8 101.6
Lears 77.8 55.6 52.0 69.1 73.7 106.7 154.8 185.0 185.1 220.0 184.6 127.8
Orange Hill 81.7 59.5 59.8 75.2 78.9 111.6 159.3 187.2 191.8 223.1 215.4 132.3
Pickerings 63.7 47.1 41.8 54.1 68.0 95.3 144.2 163.4 177.9 198.3 176.7 107.5
St. Nicholas 63.7 47.6 46.8 65.6 59.2 91.7 131.9 159.9 175.4 196.9 189.2 103.4

Mean 71.9 53.1 51.0 65.5 72.3 105.1 146.8 174.7 177.8 210.1 186.7 119.1

Table 2. Coefficients of monthly mean rainfall, 1960–1999

Station Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

Apes Hill 1.43 1.46 1.44 1.41 1.42 1.39 1.33 1.27 1.32 1.27 1.33 1.40
Belleville 0.66 0.68 0.64 0.62 0.60 0.76 0.75 0.88 0.80 0.81 0.70 0.67
CIMH 0.74 0.74 0.85 0.74 0.65 0.80 0.84 1.02 0.85 0.97 0.90 0.76
Canefield 1.25 1.34 1.41 1.26 1.22 1.33 1.26 1.20 1.21 1.22 1.21 1.27
Claybury 1.27 1.21 1.18 1.20 1.29 1.24 1.18 1.10 1.11 1.20 1.13 1.30
Drax Hall 1.02 1.02 1.03 1.08 1.10 0.98 0.99 0.99 0.96 0.99 0.97 1.02
Edgecumbe 0.97 0.98 0.95 1.06 0.99 0.97 0.97 0.95 0.96 0.93 0.95 1.04
G. Adams 0.83 0.78 0.77 0.81 0.90 0.83 0.87 0.80 0.81 0.78 0.79 0.78
Haggatts 0.99 0.95 0.99 0.92 1.07 1.02 0.99 0.91 1.02 1.00 1.08 0.95
Hannays 0.86 0.85 0.83 0.89 0.87 0.85 0.83 0.90 0.85 0.87 0.86 0.87
Lear 1.08 1.05 1.02 1.05 1.02 1.01 1.04 1.06 1.04 1.03 0.99 1.06
Orange Hill 1.14 1.13 1.17 1.16 1.09 1.04 1.07 1.07 1.09 1.05 1.14 1.11
Pickerings 0.89 0.89 0.81 0.82 0.95 0.89 0.98 0.94 1.00 0.93 0.92 0.90
St. Nicholas 0.88 0.91 0.92 0.98 0.85 0.90 0.91 0.91 0.97 0.95 1.02 0.86
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There was no apparent bias in the distribution or
quantity of the predicted rainfall with respect to loca-
tions within the domain during these 3 years. However,
the largest deviations occurred in May 2003 (dry year).
This is possibly because May is the transition period
between the dry and wet seasons, and hence the tim-
ing of wet season onset is not very well captured. This
error is substantially reduced when April, May and
June are grouped together as one period.

4.4.  Model performance analysis

The cumulative errors resulting from the difference
between DAD’s prediction and the observed rainfall
values for the near average year (2000), the dry year
(2003) and the wet year (2004) are presented in Fig. 2.
In this cumulative error, the absolute values of the
magnitude of the differences were simply summed
together, both when DAD under-predicted or over-
predicted the rainfall quantities, with the result repre-
senting the model error during those years.

Using this coarse method, the 2 periods with the
largest expected errors are February to April 2003 and
(to a lesser extent) June to November 2004. These 2
occurrences represent the 2 extremes of the ‘climate

behaviour’. The first incident (Febru-
ary to April 2003) is the dry season of a
dry year while the second incident
(June to November 2004) is the wet
season of a wet year. Since the climate
coefficients of the domain that are used
by DAD are based on a mean distribu-
tion, which itself is not characterized
by extreme events, it would not be un-
reasonable to expect the larger errors
to coincide with those extreme events.
Despite this, for more than 3/4 of the
domain, the error was <20%. Paradox-
ically, the wet season in the dry year
(June to November 2003) and the dry
season in the wet year (February to
April 2004) produced relatively small
errors throughout the domain. The sec-
ond observation is that in the near nor-
mal year (2000), the errors were quite
similar in both the dry and the wet sea-
sons. During this year, apart from a
small pocket in the southwestern part
of the domain where the error ranged
between 20 and 30%, the error for the
remainder of the domain was generally
<10%.

4.5.  Comparative results

A plot of the 3 baselines is presented in Fig. 3. The
rainfall quantities defined by the domain and PRECIS
baselines are consistently greater than that of the
GCM baseline. That difference is substantially wider
during the latter half of the year.

Table 3 gives the HadCM3 GCM model’s rainfall
values for the grid box containing Barbados, including
the baseline values (1960–1999) and the projections for
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Fig. 2. Sum of absolute rainfall values (mm) of all Direct Area Downscaling errors
over the domain, during the dry season (February to April) and the wet season 

(June to November) for the years 2000, 2003 and 2004
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Fig. 3. Monthly baseline averaged rainfall (mm) for Barbados
(1960–2000) as used by HadCM3 and PRECIS plotted against
observed monthly average rainfall for the domain as used by 
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the SRES A2 and B2 scenarios. The projections suggest
that by the 2080s, mean monthly rainfall in Barbados
will decrease, but the magnitude of the decline will be
much higher under the SRES A2 scenario than under
B2. The only exceptions are the months of March and
November under the B2 scenario, for which HadCM3
projects an increase in rainfall of 8 and 5%, respec-
tively, relative to the baseline. Also, the maximum
monthly rainfall losses are projected to occur during
the ‘normal’ rainy season (i.e. June to November).

The baseline used by the HadCM3 model is 1960–
1999. For this case study, the same time period is used to
define the domain baseline. Although we argue that the
matching of timelines is not necessary for the domain
baseline (since what is required is the accurate mapping
of the meteorological element’s proportional distribution
across the domain), given that the full dataset was avail-
able, it was therefore used. The baseline for PRECIS on
the other hand, is composed from a quasi-observed set of
boundary data derived from an ECMWF reanalysis
dataset (ECMWF: European Centre for Medium-Range
Weather Forecasting), available for 1979–1993 inclusive.
This baseline is normally referred to as ERA15.

A comparison of the DAD model and PRECIS for the
A2 and B2 scenarios in the 2080s with respect to the
behavior of the GCM is presented in Fig. 4. In both the
A2 and B2 scenarios, the GCM simulation for the grid
box containing Barbados is characterized by a signifi-
cant reduction of rainfall below that of the baseline.
The magnitude of that reduction is greatest between
May and November, which coincides with the annual
wet season. A plot of the domain climatological mean
(1960–1999) is also provided in these figures. The
trend exhibited by the GCM is derived from the differ-
ence between the GCM baseline and its predicted
value for the grid cell, and expressed as a percentage.
The other plots (DAD, PRECIS and the historical mean)
represent predicted rainfall values for the 2080s, ex-
pressed in mm.

When projections from PRECIS and DAD are compared
for the same time slice (i.e. 2080s), the sign of the precip-
itation change is similar. However, for both the A2 and B2
scenarios, the values produced by PRECIS and DAD are
similar only for the drier season (January to May), but
depart from each other during the wetter season (June
to November) where PRECIS consistently projects sig-
nificantly higher rainfall values than DAD (Fig. 4).

DAD faithfully and consistently represents the trend in
the GCM output. This is also illustrated in Fig. 4. Percent-
age changes in the GCM trend are matched by propor-
tional changes in magnitude in DAD simulations. In the
case of PRECIS, similar consistency with respect to the
GCM output is not as immediately apparent.

The full downscaled results of DAD and PRECIS for
the 2080s, along with the domain’s climatological mean
and the HadCM3 grid box values are presented in Sup-
plement 2,  available at www.int-res.com/articles/suppl/
c043p241_supp.pdf, for each month, for both the SRES
A2 and B2 scenarios. It should be noted that the primary
objectives of this work were to ensure that the areal dis-
tribution of the meteorological element over the domain
was maintained in the downscaling process, while
at the same time allowing the changes to be dictated
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Table 3. HadCM3 GCM rainfall data (mm) for grid box over 
Barbados

Month Base- A2 B2 A2 B2
line 2080s 2080s (% change) (% change)

Jan 24 22.3 23.8 –7 –1
Feb 21 17.4 17.6 –17 –16
Mar 24 19.7 25.9 –18 8
Apr 42 29.8 29.8 –29 –29
May 63 30.2 39.1 –52 –38
Jun 99 29.7 41.6 –70 –58
Jul 78 28.1 49.9 –64 –36
Aug 75 22.5 40.5 –70 –46
Sep 72 25.9 48.2 –64 –33
Oct 72 40.3 58.3 –44 –19
Nov 54 24.3 56.7 –55 5
Dec 30 22.5 28.8 –25 –4
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Fig. 4. Comparative 2080s rainfall projections (mm) for Barba-
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by the GCM. As Fig. 4 and Supplement 2,  available at
www.int-res.com/articles/suppl/c043p241_supp.pdf, il-
lustrate, these objectives have been consistently adhered
to in both the A2 and B2 results from DAD. In Figs. 4 & 6
(and also reflected in the HadCM3 column in Figs. 5 & 6)
the overall differences between the climatological mean
and the projections by DAD for both scenarios, as spec-
ified by the GCM, are immediately visible.

Outputs from DAD are always consistent, both spa-
tially and temporally, with the climatological distribu-
tions over the domain. The orographic lifting which pro-
duces a climatological maximum rainfall area over the
central and northwestern parts of the island reproduces
both the maximum rainfall amounts in those areas and
the orientation of the zone of maximum rainfall under
both the A2 and B2 scenarios. The consistency between
the observed climatology and outputs from DAD is also
reflected in the seasonal distributions of rainfall (i.e. a
distinct wet and dry season). On the other hand, those
distinctions are not apparent in the PRECIS outputs.

4.6.  Climate change scenario

The climate change scenario specified by the
HadCM3 GCM for the 2080s, for both the A2 and B2
emission scenarios, is typified by a general reduction
in rainfall below that provided by its baseline. In some
cases, this reduction exceeds 50%. In DAD, this drier
climate of the 2080s retains the proportional spatial
distribution characteristics defined by the mean ob-
served climate, but results in significant differences
during the traditional wet and dry seasons. Mean re-
ductions between 21% (A2 scenario) and 12% (B2 sce-
nario) during the expected dry season (February to
April) indicated by the GCM apply to relatively small
amounts of rainfall during that time. These changes,
although significant numerically, represent a reduction
in rainfall of only a few millimeters.

The wet season (June to November), on the other
hand, is characterized by a much larger mean reduction
of 61% (A2 scenario) and 31% (B2 Scenario), as indi-
cated by the GCM. This large percentage reduction ap-
plies to relatively large amounts of rainfall, and the re-
sulting changes are significant. However, as illustrated
in Supplement 2, the timing of the rainfall seasonality
remains unchanged with the dry season in February to
April and the wet season in June to November.

5.  CONCLUSIONS

There are 2 critical limitations in performing a cli-
mate change analysis for small areas. (1) Scale. As
numerous authors (e.g. Wilby & Wigley 1997, IPCC

2001, Wilby et al. 2002) have shown, GCMs provide
the best projections, but do not adequately represent
the local climate. This limitation has been addressed
with some success by the implementation of statistical
downscaling models which relate the GCM output to
the climate of a data point. Despite its success, this
approach leads us Limitation (2): as a requirement for
statistical downscaling, daily observed data for 1960–
1999 must be available to establish the statistical rela-
tionships between the GCM data and the observations.
Even with this, the downscaled projection is only rele-
vant for the particular point for which data are being
used. The only other recourse is to perform some other
dynamic downscaling which could reduce the GCM
grid resolution to a scale that is more relevant to the
area of interest.

These limitations are particularly restrictive, as for
many domains where plausible future climate change
analyses are required, observed data have either been
inconsistent in their collection or simply unavailable.
This is especially true for many small islands where the
theoretical impact of future changes in climate could
be dramatic. These limitations, combined with the
limited downscaling capacities which frequently exist
in the domains where it is desperately needed, were
the principal drivers to the present study.

In this study we present a simple method which seeks
to bridge the gap between GCMs and the relatively
small local domain, whose climate may be misrepre-
sented by GCM data. The method is also applicable
where historical data are inconsistent or unavailable for
the particular locality (as required by the statistical
downscaling models), and at the same time it provides a
fine resolution analysis for the entire area. Contrary to
other dynamic downscaling models (such as PRECIS),
which require many months to perform the computa-
tions at resolutions ranging from 100 to 2500 km2 grids
on high-end workstations, this method requires only
seconds on a basic personal computer to complete the
downscaling computations for any given element, over
the entire domain, at a very fine resolution. Moreover, in
this method the behaviour of the downscaled element
within the domain always responds faithfully to the guid-
ance provided by the GCM. At the same time, the appli-
cation ensures a faithful distribution of the element over
the domain, as dictated by the physical influences affect-
ing the distribution of climatalogical factors. However,
the reliability of the model’s fine resolution output is crit-
ically dependent on the availability of certain historical
observations, either within or surrounding the desired
domain. These observations must also reflect the local
physical characteristics of the meteorological element in
that general area. As a result, the better the available
historical data is at representing the distribution over the
domain, the better the downscaled outcome will be.
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Further, unlike other dynamic downscaling models
which are directly linked to specific GCMs to provide
the boundary data, this model is not restricted by data
formats which are peculiar to a specific GCM, and is
therefore completely independent. All that is required
is the element value for the chosen grid box of a given
GCM for the desired time instance. Consequently,
once the relationships which govern the element’s
local distribution have been established, comparative
computations — with data from a number of GCM sim-
ulations simultaneously — can be performed in a few
minutes.

Small island states are among the countries that are
most vulnerable to adverse effects of global climate
change (Lal et al. 2002, Ebi et al. 2006, IPCC 2007a,
Mimura et al. 2007). Yet there is still a dearth of studies
on the vulnerability of small islands and, more specifi-
cally, climate scenarios and model outputs at spatial
scales appropriate for islands. Indeed, the IPCC has
lamented the fact that published literature in refereed
journals relating to small islands and climate change
during the period that elapsed between publication of
its Third and Fourth Assessment Reports (i.e. in 2001–
2007) was ‘rather less’ than what was produced in the
period between publication of its Second and Third
Assessment Reports (IPCC 2007b). It is therefore
hoped that the present study, along with further refine-
ments of the methodology (based on wider application
and testing), will make a positive contribution to the
modest but slowly growing body of literature that
focuses on climate change projections at the scale of
islands, especially where limited downscaling capacity
exists.
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