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» The area-mean net surface heat flux (NSHF) into the equatorial Pacific ocean is well correlated
with the zonal wind stress for annual to 5-year time-means in most CMIP6 models (boxes 2, 3)

* Interannual variations in these NSHFs and winds are weaker in CMIP6 models than ERAS5 (box 3) . . . .

* Models with weak interannual NSHF variations in the equatorial Pacific seem to have weak ENSO Bell, Mt ‘IJ( atr;d t‘;' A. Bal:er', |2‘|’35-.f9“ow"a‘ gmsesbca!gs:(t) z\cj)n(a)lllsurtface wind stresses drive heat
teleconnections (box 4) Above results are described in more detail in Bell & Baker (2025) F up; aGe yd ;e'—gua oria 20?;'_ Iél ;):elan. ! }:m tet 0 rtl(rjna e ted by heat tf

+  The EI Nino NSHF anomaly in eastern eq. Pacific is weaker in GC3.1 AMIP than ERA5 (box 5) orget, 5., and D. Ferreira, - (slobal ocean heat transport dominated by heat export from

« The regression coefficient for surface solar on SST in eastern eq. Pacific is weak in GC3.1 & Li dthe tr;picaldchi{\iﬁ. Natzqrgsgggsciince,l12,f351—35|:4f, d°:10'103$/841 56;’.01?'93?3'7{
GC3.5 AMIP and almost zero in coupled simulations. (box 6) indzen, R., and S. Nigam, : On the role of sea surface temperature gradients in forcing

low-level winds and convergence in the tropics. Journal of the Atmospheric Sciences, 44,
2418-2436, doi:10.1175/1520-0469(1987)044(2418:0TR0OSS)2.0.C0O;2.1011
Watanabe, M., M. Chikira, Y. Imada, and M. Kimoto, 2011: Convective control of ENSO
simulated in MIROC. Journal of Climate, 24 (2), 543 — 562, doi:10.1175/2010JCLI3878.1.
Liu, C., and R. P. Allan, 2022: Reconstructions of the radiation fluxes at the top of atmosphere
and net surface energy flux: DEEP-C Version 5.0. doi:10.17004/1947.000347.

» Is the weak surface solar feedback closely related to the weak NSHF standard deviations?

» Does the strong latent heat feedback generate strong zonal pressure gradients (Lindzen & Nigam
1987) and influence recharging of the warm water pool ?
Can perturbed parameter ensembles be used to explore and improve these feedbacks?

Can adjustment of monthly mean feedbacks be used to tune ENSO behaviour?
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