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Figure S1. Same as Fig 2, in ppmv.
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a) CESM-WACCM vs MM-MEAN
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Figure S2. Difference between each model and the multi-model mean PI climatology, in ppmv. Line contours

show the multi-model mean climatological ozone distribution.
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Figure S3. Scatterplots of tropical average (30N-30S) response to 4×CO2 in upper tropospheric temperature

at 300 hPa vs upwelling at 100 hPa in the four models.
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